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The 2020 Community Survey.

The City of Charles Sturt conducts an annual survey of residents to understand community attitudes, perceptions and
satisfaction with various Council facilities and services. The survey is conducted through a combination of Computer Assisted
Telephone Interviewing (CATI) and an online survey distributed to members of the City of Charles Sturt E-Panel. In 2020, the
survey was conducted in March and collected information from 600 people via CATI, 129 via the E-Panel, and an additional 88
via a new channel —Your Say on Council's Website.

In 2020, overall satisfaction with Council’s performance increased notably from 66% to 71%. High levels were also measured
for community facilities: libraries (87%), community centres (87%), sporting clubs (84%) and Council/town halls (82%), as well
as the provision of the Council’s public/open spaces (81%), parks/reserves/playing fields (80%) and playgrounds (76%).

The greatest improvements seen in 2020 were the overall satisfaction with Council’s performance (from 66% to 71%) as well
as the satisfaction that Council rates provide value for money for residents (up from 48% to 53%).

Overall, 87% of people believe that the City of Charles Sturt is a great place to live (a slight decrease from 2019 of 3%).

The results in 2020 provide Council an understanding of the improvements since 2017, and identifies opportunities to focus on
in the future. This report presents the detailed results of the 2020 Community Survey.

colmar brunton




Introduction.

o colmar brunton

%
% goéjox



a4

Background

The City of Charles Sturt is a vibrant and thriving Local Government
Authority that celebrates culture, diversity and ideas. Stretching from
the City to the sea, the City strives towards being an innovative and

future focussed Council.

Committed to responding to and providing for the needs of a changing
community, Council developed their Community and Corporate Plan
documents in 2016, to set the strategic direction for the next 4 years.
These plans are centred around the following five themes:

Our Community — A strong and connected community
Our Liveability — A liveable City of great places

Our Environment — An environmentally responsible and sustainable
City
Our Economy — An economically thriving City

Our Leadership — A leading and transformational Local Government
organisation

Under each theme sit a range of indicators to measure Council’s
progress against each. Many of these indicators are measured and
tracked through Council’s standard operating processes. Others
however rely on the thoughts, perceptions and satisfaction levels of
the community.
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Objectives

To add this perspective to the existing indicators, a
Community Survey was developed and conducted in 2017
and repeated in 2018, 2019 and 2020. This report details the
findings from the 2020 research and draws comparisons back
to previous data.

The survey has been designed to track perceptions,
satisfaction and other metrics over time. The key lines of
enquiry include:

» Usage of, satisfaction with and importance of various
Council facilities and services;

» Extent to which the community feels connected and
supported;

» Usage of, satisfaction with and importance of Council
assets and public spaces;

» Perceptions of Council’s performance in environmental
factors and sustainability; and

» Satisfaction with Councils overall performance and rates.
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Methodology

To meet the objectives of the research and gain a clear and
representative picture of community satisfaction, a 15 minute
telephone survey was conducted in March 2020 with 600 residents
of the City of Charles Sturt.

We designed the sampling frame so that it was representative of
the City of Charles Sturt Community in terms of age, gender and
ward.

Telephone interviewing was conducted by 1ISO20252 accredited
telephone research interviewers and residents were reassured that
the research was in compliance with the Privacy Act. A contact at
Colmar Brunton, and a contact at Council was provided should
residents have any concerns regarding the validity of the research.

In addition to the telephone survey, we provided the City of
Charles Sturt with a link to an online version of the survey that was
distributed to the City of Charles Sturt E-Panel, and made
available on Council's Website as an additional sample for
comparison.

The total sample sizes achieved were as follows:
* Telephone sample n=600
* E-Panel sample n=129

* Website sample n=88
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Understanding terminology
and chart features.

Throughout this report, the survey results are presented at an overall level for the computer assisted Telephone Interview (CATI) respondents and
Council’'s E-panel respondents. For certain questions, results for Website respondents and the aggregate data of Website + E-Panel are also reported.
This is followed by a CATI comparison to historical data where possible. Sub-group analyses, namely, ward, gender and age have been shown in a
table on the following page.

For questions involving scales, mean scores have been used to compare between sub-groups (an example of a mean score is shown below). A mean
score is the average rating that any particular group gave for that measure. All scales throughout the report use an 11 point scale, from 0 up to 10 and
scores are grouped into categories, e.g. 0-1 Not at all satisfied, 2-3 Not satisfied, 4-6 Neutral, 7-8 Satisfied and 9-10 Very satisfied.

Mean
R %19 28% 55% 12% [
3%, 29% 55% 10% K

m Not at all satisfied m Not Satisfied = Neutral m Satisfied m Very satisfied

Significance testing has been conducted for the year on year comparison as well as between sub-groups of interest. Tests have been undertaken at a
95% confidence level. If there is a statistically significant difference, we can be confident that this difference has not occurred by chance, rather that it
reflects a genuine difference between sample populations or timeframes. Significance testing does not inform the reader as to the degree of a
difference. We show a difference where it is significant, thus where a difference is not indicated, one was not found. Where a significant difference has
been found, it has been indicated by an arrow. Arrows for year on year comparisons represent a significant difference to the previous year.

Ar 27% 45% 150
4% 7% 25% 40% (23%1) |

As CATI respondents were sampled according to strict age, gender and location quotas, this data is representative and is not encumbered with the
self-selection bias. For this reason, we have presented the E-Panel (and the merged Website + Panel) data separately, so as not to skew the
representative data.

12
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Understanding terminology
and chart features (continued).

National Benchmarks:

A national benchmark has been provided for key measures in this report. This has been drawn from averaging data publicly available from the
websites from other Councils across Australia. It is only available for some questions as each Council may ask similar questions in a different way, or
different questions altogether. Approximately 25 Councils are included in these National Benchmarks; as such it does not represent all Councils.

Charts and rounding:

When looking at the charts throughout this report, for single response questions, percentages (%) may add up to between 99% and 101%. This is due
to rounding. An example of this can be seen below, where the top row equals 100%, and the bottom row equals 99%. This is due to rounding.

59 8% 27% 45% 15%

4% 1% 25% 40% 23% 1

Sample size for each question:

The starting sample size for the CATI sample was 600 and for the E-Panel it was 129. The new Website sample size was 88. In some charts, the
sample size will be lower than this. This will be for one of two reasons. Firstly, it could be because this question is only asked of people who responded
in a particular way at the previous question. Secondly, it could be because people responded with “don’t know”, and have been excluded from the data
at that particular question.
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PN S Community facilities @

Community facilities

We asked...
How important are our facilities?
Do you use them?
How satisfied are you with them (and services/programs provided there)?

Libraries were rated ‘important’ by the most residents (79%), followed
by community centres (68%), sporting clubs (64%) and Council/town
halls (50%).

Usage of community centres and halls is lower than libraries or
sporting cubs, but satisfaction remains high for all facilities amongst
users (>80%).

While satisfaction has decreased for three of the facilities, these

number of users capable of providing a rating.

. : ¥ - 3 0 A ‘4‘.' :
findings are not statistically significant and is impacted by the low FaSss - TLE R TR ; & i Pﬁ&-u“-

Change in
Importance Usage Satisfaction  satisfaction
from 2019
Libraries 79% 38% 87% -7%
S ti
porting 64% 24% 84% 4%
clubs
community 68% 14% 87% +1%
centres
C il
ounel 50% 6% 82% -14%
town halls
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Importance of facilities

On a scale of 0 to 10, how important to you is the provision of?

CATI (2020) CATI and Panel
(n=600) Average
importance Amongst both the CATI sample
and the E-Panel sample, libraries
Libraries [ERZELR 14% 28% 51% 7.9 were considered ‘important’ by

the most respondents (79% rated
7-10 out of 10).

By comparison, Council
halls/town halls were considered
important by the ‘fewest’
respondents in both samples
Council/town halls 2] 9% 37% 34% 15% 6.2 (~50%). At least one-third (37%
CATI, 33% Panel) were neutral,
suggesting ambivalence towards

Community centres LRI 24% 38% 30% 7.2

Sporting clubs 7% 6% 23% 36% ASL) 6.8

Panel (2020) the importance of Council
(n=129) halls/town halls to residents.
Libraries [ 15% 23% 56% 8.0
Community centres 3% 23% 34% 37% 75 )

Very important (9-10) .
Important (7-8) .

Sporting clubs 6% 6% 19% 28% 41% 7.3
Neutral (4-6) .
. Not important (2-3) .

Council/town halls 2] 9% 33% 33% 19% 6.3
Not at all important (0-1) .

&
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Importance of facilities

On a scale of 0 to 10, how important to you is the provision of?

Website (2020) Website and Panel
(n=89) Average _ -
importance While the findings amongst the
website sample were consistent
Libraries [} 14% 26% 56% 8.2 with the CATI and panel

surveys (i.e. libraries were most
important), a large proportion
indicated sporting clubs were not
important (30%).

Community centres 6% 20% 39% 33% 7.4

Sporting clubs 19% 10% 25% 11% 34% 5.8 . . .
poring Looking deeper into this, those

that used sporting clubs in 2020
Councilitown halls e 10% 38% 22% 25% 6.2 were skewed towards those aged
35-49 and in Henley ward.

Merged Website + Panel (2020)

(n=217)
Libraries L4 14% 24% 56% 8.1
Community centres 4% 22% 36% 35% 7.4 )

Very important (9-10) .
) Important (7-8) .

Sporting clubs 12% 8% 21% 21% 38% 6.7
Neutral (4-6) .

Not important (2-3

Council/town halls 32 10% 35% 29% 22% 6.3 b ( ).
Not at all important (0-1) .

Q7. On a scale of a 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is very important, how important to you is the provision of... O

17  Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). &‘& COImar brunton
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Importance of facilities

On a scale of 0 to 10, how important to you is the provision of?

A year-on-year comparison reveals that perceived importance of each facility has remained consistent. Where total importance has decreased, neutral ratings of
4-6 have increased. The finding that 2018 has higher ratings than 2019 onwards can be attributed to the change in sample size in 2019 (n=400 to n=600).

Libraries (CATI) Community centres (CATI)

~ Average ~ Average

importance importance
(n:%%zcg 1945 14% 28% 51% 7.9 (n:%%%()’ 1964% 24% 38% 30% 7.2
(n=2600109) 1963 1006 29% 51% 7.9 (n=26%109) 4% 24% 41% 29% 7.2
(n:24%108) - S0 SR 83 (n:24(())10£; 30/31% 19% 40% 35% 7.4

Sporting clubs (CATI) Council/town halls (CATI)

(n:%%zo(; 7% 6% 23% 36% 29% 6.8 (nzze%zo(; 5% 9% 37% 34% 15% 6.2
(n:26%109; 8% 6% 21% 34% 32% 6.9 (n:%%losi 7% 8% 34% 35% 17% 6.2
(n:i%lo? 7% 6% 20% 41% 28% 7.0 (n:24%lo? 5% 9% 32% 37% 18% 6.4

Q7. On a scale of a 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is very important, how important to you is the provision of... (o o{‘o 1 b t
18 Figures of 2% or less have been omitted. é‘-}‘ co mar run On.
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Importance of facilities

On a scale of 0 to 10, how important to you is the provision of?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Average (0-10) Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Sen;e::?ore W(\;\é?jﬁlle Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Libraries 7.9 7.8 8.5 7.8 7.8 8.3 7.4 7.8 7.9 7.5 8317 7.5 8.2 8.0
Community Centres 7.2 6.8 7.8 7.3 7.1 7.1 6.5 6.9 7.6 7.0 7.4 6.7 7.3 7.3
Sporting clubs 6.8 6.6 7.0 6.6 7.3 6.4 6.9 6.7 7.1 6.9 6.8 6.6 737 6.4
Council halls/Town halls 6.2 5.9 6.8 6.0 6.1 6.1 5.7 6.0 6.6 6.0 6.3 5.9 6.3 6.2
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199

These results reflect feedback from the 2020 CATI survey. There were no statistically significant differences in the average importance between wards, except
amongst female residents who tended to rate libraries as more important, compared with male residents. Similarly, those aged 35-59 rated sporting clubs as
more important compared with the other age groups.

S
Q7. On a scale of a 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is very important, how important to you is the provision of... o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
19 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A‘e“’ co mar run on



PN S Community facilities @

Faclility use

In the last month, have you used any of Council's community facilities, such as....

CATI results, year by year CATI

Consistent with previous years, usage was highest for libraries, where at
38% least one-in-three residents (38%) had used one in the month prior to the

Libraries T o survey.
0
Interestingly, sporting clubs had more recent usage (24%) than community

26%
’ centres — despite community centres being rated important by more

24% residents (68%) than sporting clubs (64%).
Sporting clubs ] 20%0 2020 Usage in 2020 is largely consistent with 2019, with the changes falling
23% (n=600) within the margin of error — no changes were statistically significant.

10%
Similarly, the proportion of residents who had not used any of these

14% R facilities in the last month (prior to the survey) was consistent from 2018 to
B 2% (n=600) 2020.
Community centres 801
200 ’ 2018 Results for the panel survey sample can be found on the following page,
’ (n=400) as well as the newly sampled Website cohort.
- K 017
Council halls/Town halls ’ (n=404)

6%
1%

43%

44%

None of these

64%

20 Q4. In the last month, have you used any of Council’s community facilities, such as sporting club, Council hall, community centre, library? %5‘9& COImar brunton
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Faclility use

In the last month, have you used any of Council's community facilities, such as....

Panel results, year by year Website and Panel
For the panel sample, usage of each facility remains consistent between
34% 2020 and 2019. While library usage decreased from 40% to 34%, this
Libraries D 0% change is not statistically significant.
41%
29%
porting clubs 24% 2020 Usage - website and panel (2020)
(n=129)
2019 Libraries 49%
18% w20t I 40%
(n=210) i
c i ; _ 19% Sporti ub 25% Website
ommunity centres 16% porting clubs _ 28% (n:88)*
2018
n=167 : 25%
( ) Community centres . 1% m Website +
9% 2017 1300 Panel
0 Council halls/Town halls ? (n=217)
Council halls/Town halls - 9A:L30/ (n/a) B 11%
0

32%
O O NS N 36%
40%
9%
None of these T :o%:
40%

21 Q4. In the last month, have you used any of Council’s community facilities, such as sporting club, Council hall, community centre, library? %c;@& COImar brunton
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Faclility use

In the last month, have you used any of Council's community facilities, such as....

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Column % Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Sen;e::?ore W(\;\é?jﬁlle Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Libraries 38% 41% 42% 35% 37% 39% 35% 42% 35% 33% 43% 43% 40% 33%
Sporting clubs 24% 13% 25% 17% 40% 1 14% 31% 22% 30% 29% 20% 26% 30% T 15% |
Community centres 14% 9% 18% 17% 15% 11% 4% 11% 24% 12% 16% 13% 14% 15%
Council halls/Town halls 6% 8% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 10% 6% 5% 6% 6% 5%
None of these 43% 46% 36% 52% 28% 53% 38% 46% 43% 44% 41% 40% 38% 50%
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199

In 2020, recent use of sporting clubs was higher in Henley (40%) and amongst those aged 35 — 59 (30%). Beyond this, there were no outstanding statistically
significant difference in facility usage between wards or gender.

0 . e . . . ’ [
Q4. In the last month, have you used any of Council’s community facilities, such as sporting club, Council hall, community centre, library? o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
22 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). “o“’ co mar run On
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User satisfaction.

How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities?

CATI
(2020) Average
satisfaction
Libraries 120 350 52%
(230, b b () 8.4
Sportln(?] :CH; 14% 50% 34% 7.9
Community cglrltgiﬁ 11% 46% 40% 8.1
CounCI|/t0W?nngS 206 15% 38% 44% 8.1
Panel
(2020)
Libraries

(h=4d) 18% 43% 36% 7.8

Sporting clubs
(n=38)

24% 50% 26% 76

Community centres

CATI and Panel

Amongst users of each facility,
satisfaction is high — overall more
than three-quarters of users were
satisfied. Amongst the panel
sample, there was almost no
dissatisfaction, except for a small
proportion dissatisfied with
libraries.

Please note that these
percentages are indicative of the
population and not representative
— sample sizes are small and
reflect only those who responded
to the survey and used a
respective facility in the month
prior to the survey.

Very satisfied (9-10)
Satisfied(7-8)

_ 26% 39% 35% 77 .
(n=23) Neutral (4-6) .
Council/town halls Not satisfied (2-3) .
(n=12) 17% 50% 33% 8.0
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .
Q5. How satisfied are you with Council’'s community facilities? Use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. RS

23 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.

Satisfaction of those who have used each facility. Facilities have been sorted in descending order of usage co"
Figures of 2% or less have been omitted. é
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User satisfaction.

How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities?

Website Website and Panel
(2020) Average .
satisfaction Amongst facility users from the
Libraries ngsﬂe_samplg, overall
(n=43) 9% 35% 53% 8.4 satisfaction is high, though 10%
of sporting club users indicate
Sporting( r::luzk; s I o o — 14% 6.7 dissatisfaction.

Please note that these

Community centres percentages are indicative of the

(n=22) e el o 79 population and not representative
Councilltown halls — sample sizes are small and
(n=11) 18% 18% 64% 8.6 reflect only those who responded
to the survey and used a
respective facility in the month
Merged Website + Panel prior to the survey.
(2020)

Libraries

(n=87) 14% 39% 45% 8.1

Sporting clubs

25% 50% 22%
(n=60) S0 e . 7.3 Very satisfied (9-10) .
. Satisfied(7-8)

Community Cen_thS 2204 42% 36% 78 .
(n=45) Neutral (4-6) .
Council/town halls Not satisfied (2-3) .

(n=23) 17% 35% 48% 8.3
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .

&
SR

Q5. How satisfied are you with Council’'s community facilities? Use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. O

2
24 Satisfaction of those who have used each facility. Facilities have been sorted in descending order of usage 9%&“ colmar brunton

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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User satisfaction

How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities?

Overall, satisfaction for each facility amongst users has remained relatively consistent, with no statistically significant differences found between 2019 and 2020.

Libraries (CATI) Sporting clubs (CATI)

Average Average
satisfaction satisfaction
(n:220320c; 12% 35% 52% 8.4 (nzzlcf;; 14% 50% 34% 7.9
(nzzz(zlllg; 5% 39% 55% 8.6 ( n:210211€; 12% 50% 38% 8.1
(nfl%ll? 7% 33% 60% 8.7 (nzzgls 5% [ 12% 53% 29% 7.6
Community centres (CATI) Council/town halls (CATI)
(nzz%zg I 11% 46% 40% 8.1 (ni%i(; 3% 15% 38% 44% 8.1
2019 14% 46% 40% 8.1 2019 48% 48% 8.7
(n=70) (n=27)
2018 15% 30% 55% 8.5 vl 149 32% 50% 7.9
(n=33) (n=22)
&
Q5. How satisfied are you with Council’s community facilities? Use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. (l@igf’
N & 1 b
S colmar brunton

2 Satisfaction of those who have used each facility in Q4. (o)
5 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Comparisons to 2017 have been excluded due to small sample sizes of 2017 (e.g. n=<20). <
Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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User satisfaction

How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities?

This measure has been derived from answer given at Q5 (i.e. the average of all ratings for all facilities). Missing data has been excluded in its construction.

Overall satisfaction with Council’s community facilities Average
(CATI = constructed variable) satisfaction

72% 2020 CATI ‘facilities’ benchmark

e
(n:%%,lsg; 8% 42% 49% 8.4
(n:zz(;ls? A 40% 49% 8.3
(n:%%lg) 16% 51% 32% =
m Not at all satisfied mNot satisfied = Neutral mSatisfied mVery satisfied
Q5. How satisfied are you with Council’'s community facilities? Use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. .,@é\(‘d’

; ; S C@
Satisfaction of those who have used each facility in Q4. (SOt 1 b t
26 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Comparisons to 2017 have been excluded due to small sample sizes of 2017 (e.g. n=<20) 9‘-}‘ co mar run on

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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User satisfaction

How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Libraries 8.4 8.8 8.1 8.4 7.9 8.3 8.7 8.4 8.5 8.3 8.4 8.3 8.2 8.8
Column n 230 31 32 25 30 30 19 32 31 94 136 60 105 65
Sporting clubs 7.9 8.0 8.1 7.8 7.2 7.4 7.6 8.9 8.3 7.9 7.9 8.3 7.5 8.3
Column n 145 10 19 12 33 11 17 17 26 82 63 36 79 30
Community centres 8.1 8.6 8.6 7.7 8.7 7.6 8.5 8.0 7.9 7.9 8.3 7.8 7.9 8.7
Column n 84 7 14 12 12 8 2 8 21 34 50 19 36 29
Council halls/Town halls 8.1 8.2 8.8 8.7 8.0 8.7 9.5 8.0 7.0 7.9 8.2 8.0 7.9 8.4
Column n 34 6 4 3 3 3 2 4 9 17 17 9 15 10
Overall satisfaction 8.2 8.6 8.1 8.0 7.7 8.0 8.3 8.5 8.3 8.0 8.3 8.2 791 861
Column n 344 41 49 34 59 36 34 41 50 158 186 84 161 99

In 2020, user satisfaction of each facility is high (7+). No statistically significant differences were found between wards, gender or age groups.

Please exercise caution when interpreting some of the averages in this table — sample sizes are particularly small and are only indicative of the satisfaction of
users of each facility.

3
O o
Q5. How satisfied are you with Council’s community facilities? Use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. (}’g@*\; 1
27  Satisfaction of those who have used each facility in Q4. o co mar brunton

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). &v
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Programs and services

2020
(n=458)

2019
(n=459)

2018
(n=330)

2017
(n=288)

16%

17%

12%

11%

Thinking about the services and/or programs provided, how satisfied are you with...?

Libraries (CATI)

43%

44%

43%

49%

37%

37%

44%

38%

Average
satisfaction

7.8

7.9

8.2

8.0

2020
(n=359)

2019
(n=338)

2018
(n=239)

2017
(n=146)

4%

22%

24%

18%

27%

Community centres (CATI)

47%

48%

Overall, satisfaction is high with the services and/or programs provided by libraries (80%) or community centres
(75%), with the majority of those surveyed in the CATI survey rating 7-10 out of 10. There were no statistically

significant differences between 2020 and 2019.

Please note that while all respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with the services and/or
programs provided at libraries or community centres, a notable proportion of those surveyed indicated ‘Don’t

know’ and have been excluded from reporting of this question:

= Community centres (2020: 40%, 2019: 44%, 2018: 40%, 2017: 64%)

=¥ Libraries (2020: 24%, 2019: 24%, 2018: 18%, 2017: 29%)

Results for the Panel sample can be found on the following page.

48%

42%

Average
satisfaction

28% 7.5
25% 7.4
31% 7.6
25% 7.2

Very satisfied (9-10)
Satisfied(7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Not satisfied (2-3)

Not at all satisfied (0-1)

Q6. Thinking about the services and/or programs provided in libraries or community centres, how satisfied are you with...?

28 Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Programs and services

Thinking about the services and/or programs provided, how satisfied are you with...?

Libraries (Panel) Average Community centres (Panel) Average
satisfaction satisfaction
2020 2020
(n=96) 16% 42% 42% 8.0 (n=96) 31% 44% 22% 72
(v
(nzzlcz_)lg 13% 36% 48% 8.0 (nzzlcz_)lg 3;/" 27% 38% 30% 7.3
(n:21021§ 10% 37% 51% 8.2 (n:21021§ 19% 51% 27% 7.4
Library (2020: Website and Panel)
Results for the Panel sample also highlight high satisfaction (amongst those
that included a rating) — 84% indicated satisfaction with services and/or Website e B0 o 80
programs at libraries in 2020, while 66% indicated satisfaction for community (n=68) '
ntres. Results for 2017 were unavailable for thi ion.
centres. Results for 20 ere unavailable for this questio Merge o — 43% 50
(n=164)
Results for the Website sample and the merged set of Website respondents
and Panel respondents for 2020 can be found in the two graphs to the right. Community centres (2020: Website and Panel)
W(f]ESS'tﬁ‘i 7% 32% 39% 21% 6.6
( n'\ii% 4% 31% 42% 22% 6.9
3
)
Q6. Thinking about the services and/or programs provided in libraries or community centres, how satisfied are you with...? (}6 (‘d’

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.

29  Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). &‘& COImar brunton
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2020 CATI sample

Programs and services

Thinking about the services and/or programs provided, how satisfied are you with...?

Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Semaphore West

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Park Woodville Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Libraries 7.8 8.0 7.8 8.2 7.5 7.4 8.4 7.8 7.7 7.7 7.9 7.7 7.7 8.0
Column n 458 54 62 53 58 66 40 64 61 203 255 103 212 143
Community Centres 7.5 7.8 7.3 7.4 7.3 6.9 8.2 7.5 7.7 7.3 7.6 7.0 7.4 7.9
Column n 359 42 60 38 43 48 27 45 56 173 186 81 153 125

In 2020, user satisfaction of each facility was high (7+). No statistically significant differences were found between wards, gender or age groups.

Please exercise caution when interpreting some of the averages in this table — sample sizes are particularly small and are only indicative of the satisfaction of
users of each facility.

3
O &
&
Q6. Thinking about the services and/or programs provided in libraries or community centres, how satisfied are you with...? (}’g@*\b 1 'b
30  Don't know’ ratings excluded. Cd CO mar runton

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). &v
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Infrastructure.

We asked...
How important is our infrastructure?
How satisfied are you with our infrastructure?
How satisfied are you with stormwater drainage infrastructure?

Residents of the City of Charles Sturt value infrastructure, with the
maijority of residents (>85%) surveyed rating the Council’s provision of
infrastructure to be important.

Satisfaction was lowest with the provision of footpaths (46%), but two
thirds (66%) were satisfied with off-road shared-use paths and
stormwater drainage infrastructure.

Change in
Importance Satisfaction satisfaction
from 2019
Local roads 95% 60% +1%
Footpaths 92% 46% -4%
Off road shared use
. rea 88% 66% 5%
walking/cycling paths
Stormwater
. W - 66% No change
infrastructure

32
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Importance of infrastructure provision

Thinking now about infrastructure in the area, to what extent is the provision of the following important to you?

CATI CATI and Panel

(2020) Average o
importance Overall, all the majority of

respondents from both the CATI
and Panel samples rated the
provision of local roads, footpaths
and off-road shared paths as
important, with very few rating O-

Local roads
(n=600)

: 26% 69% 9.0

Footpaths

Off-road shared paths .

(n=599) 2 68% 8.9 3 (low importance).
‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting
0, 0, 85
(n=591) = o0% (approximately 1-2%).
Panel
(2020)

Local roads

(n=128) e % 9.1

Very important (9-10)

(n=128) 20% 70% 8.9

Footpaths I
Important (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Off-road shared paths

(n=128) 3% 3% 20% 61% 8.3 Not important (2-3)

Not at all important (0-1)

Q18. To what extent is the provision of the following important to you?
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. (o) o{‘ 1 b t
33 In 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). %‘-}" co mar run on

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Importance of infrastructure provision

Thinking now about infrastructure in the area, to what extent is the provision of the following important to you?

Website Website and Panel
(2020) Average o
importance The majority of those surveyed
from the Website sample also
Local(rr]cfé(j?s) S 70% 89 rat_e local roads, footpaths and
off-road shared paths as
important. A small proportion
Footpaths (3%) indicate low importance for

beyond this the provision of each
piece of infrastructure is

Off-road shared path : .

road share (rﬁ’fgf) 16% 69% 8.6 considered important.

‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting

Merged Website + Panel (approximately 1-2%).
(2020)

Local roads

(n=215) L (4% 9.0

Very important (9-10)

17% 76% 9.1

Footpaths
(n=216)

Important (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Off-road share((:] Bgf; I 18% 64% 8.4 Not important (2-3)

Not at all important (0-1)

Q18. To what extent is the provision of the following important to you? .@}\o
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. (o) o{‘ 1 b t
34 In 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). %‘-}" co mar run on

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Importance of infrastructure provision

Thinking now about infrastructure in the area, to what extent is the provision of the following important to you?

Overall, rated importance for each form of infrastructure has remained consistent from 2020 and previous years — no statistically significant differences were
found between 2019 and 2020.

Local roads (CATI) Footpaths (CATI)

Average Average
importance importance
2020 2020
n-600) N2 26% 69% 9.0 (n-599) | 24% 68% 8.9
2019 2019
(n=589) 21% 72% 9.1 (n=600) [ 21% 72% 9.0
2018 2018
Wivondll | 50 22% 72% 9.1 (n=s98) | 20% 74% 9.0
2017 2017
(n/a) (n=401) I 26% 62% 8.6
Off-road shared-use cycling/walking paths (CATI)
2020 8.5
(n=591) l 28% 60% :
_2019 . 3206 5706 8.5 Very important (9-10) .
(n=584)
Important (7-8) .
2018
(n=388) . 27% 59% 8.4 Neutral (4-6)
2017 Not important (2-3) .
_ 10% | 9% 35% 27% 6.5
(n=372) Not at all important (0-1) .

Q18. To what extent is the provision of the following important to you?
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. (o) o{‘ 1 b t
35 In 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). %‘-}" co mar run on

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Importance of infrastructure provision

Thinking now about infrastructure in the area, to what extent is the provision of the following important to you?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Local roads 9.0 8.9 9.2 9.1 8.9 8.9 9.3 8.8 8.9 8.9 9.1 8.7 9.1 9.0
Column n 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
Footpaths 8.9 8.8 8.7 8.8 9.1 8.9 9.2 8.6 8.9 8.7 911 8.6 9.117 8.7
Column n 599 76 76 71 82 76 55 75 88 284 315 141 260 198
Off-road shared paths 8.5 8.6 8.4 8.2 8.9 8.3 8.8 8.6 8.3 8.3 8.6 8.5 8.7 8.2
Column n 591 76 74 69 82 75 55 74 86 282 309 141 258 192

In 2020, average ratings of importance of the provision of certain infrastructure remains high — notable differences highlight more female residents rating the
provision of footpaths as important than male residents. Similarly, those aged 35-59 also rate the provision of footpaths as important when compared with the

other age groups.

&
Q18. To what extent is the provision of the following important to you? O’di‘\d’
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional ts: ‘such as Li Park along the River T th th along th t. Th isted in 2020. o)
n , ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coas ese persisted in g"@b colmar brunton

36 11 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). .
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). v



P S Community facilities @

Satisfaction with infrastructure provision

And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of...?

CATI CATI and Panel
(2020) _Avera_lge Amongst the CATI sample
55% 2020 CATI local roads benchmark satisfaction provisigon of off-road shafreél-use
(n=599) : satisfaction (66%), followed by
529% 2020 CATI footpaths benchmark local roads (60%) then footpaths
46%).
Foovets o L
The largest proportion of

dissatisfaction with infrastructure
provision is regarding footpaths

Off road shared paths i
/63% 29% 45% 21% 7.0
(n=555) ek . . . (14% CATI, 15% Panel)
‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting,
Panel . o '
(2020) with most arising from ‘off road
shared paths’ (8% CATI, 11%
Panel).
Loc?r'];"l‘;dgs) 4% 1% 29% 39% 22% 6.6
Very satisfied (9-10) .
FOOtE’f;gS 5%  10% 36% 37% 13% 6.1 -
(n=128) Satisfied (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6) .
Off road share((r{' Eﬂl’és) b0 6% 30% 41% 21% 6.8 Not satisfied (2-3) .
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .
&

Q17. And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of... G C}" & 1 'b
37 In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured ag‘dltlonal prpmpts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. ‘_}0 co mar runton
In 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads).
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Satisfaction with infrastructure provision

And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of...?

Website Website and Panel

(2020) Average :
satisfaction Amongst the website sample,

more than half were satisfied with

Local roads the provision of local roads and

. 3% 7% 26% 44% 19%

(n=88) 6.8 off road shared-use paths.
However, 20% were dissatisfied
with the provision of footpaths.

it 0% 10% 41% 28% 10% 6.5 b g
‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting,
with m rising from ‘off r
Off road shared pflths - S o S 6.8 th most a ? g o0 0 _oad
(n=77) shared paths’ (13% Website,
12% Merged).
Merged Website + Panel
(2020)
Local roads 4% 7% 28% 41% 21%

(n:217) 0 0 0 (] 0 67
Very satisfied (9-10) .

Foolpalns  IREEETYY 38% 33% 12% 5.9
n=216) Satisfied (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6) .
Off road share(cri1 Ef;gs) 4% 4% 31% 40% 21% 6.8 Not satisfied (2-3) .
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .

Q17. And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of... o
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. (o o{‘o 1 b t
38 In 2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). 9‘-}‘ co mar run on

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Satisfaction with infrastructure provision

And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of...?

Overall in 2020, satisfaction is relatively high with the provision of local roads (60%), footpaths (46%) and off-road shared use paths (66%). No significant

differences were found between 2019 and 2020.

Local roads (CATI)

Footpaths (CATI)

Average Average
satisfaction satisfaction
(n=250929(; 1904% 32% 46% 14% 6.6 ( n=25%25(; 5% 9% 41% 36% 10% 6.0
( n:ZS%E; 1% 6% 31% 44% 15% 6.5 ( n:ZS%g 4% 8% 38% 38% 12% 6.2
2018 2018
(n=397) 3% 5% 30% 47% 15% 6.7 (n=397) 5% 8% 37% 39% 12% 6.1
2017 2017
(n=404) 6% 9% 32% 42% 11% 6.1 (n=399) 8% 14% 36% 31% 13% 5.6
Off-road shared-use cycling/walking paths (CATI)
(n=25%25(; 39 34 29% 45% 21% 7.0
( 25(31172; 308 24% 49% 2204 71 Very satisfied (9-10) .
n=
Satisfied (7-8) .
2018
(n=364) M 28% 46% 17% 6.7 Neutral (4-6) .
2017 Not satisfied (2-3) .
_ % 5% 39% 41% 12% 6.3
(n=305) Not at all satisfied (0-1) .
S

Q17. And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of...

2020, ‘Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads).

2
39 In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’ These persisted in 2020. In &Q&

colmar brunton
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Satisfaction with infrastructure provision

And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of...?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville
Local roads 6.6 6.8 6.8 6.4 6.6 6.5 6.8 6.7 6.3 6.4 6.7 6.6 6.4 6.8
Columnn 599 76 76 71 82 75 55 76 88 283 316 141 259 199
Footpaths 6.0 6.0 6.1 6.0 6.0 5.9 6.2 5.7 6.1 5.9 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.0
columnn 595 76 75 71 82 75 54 75 87 280 315 141 256 198
Off-road shared paths 7.0 7.2 7.1 6.7 7.5 7.0 7.1 6.9 6.7 6.9 7.1 7.1 7.0 7.0
Columnn 555 74 69 66 77 69 51 68 81 264 201 137 248 170
In 2020, no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age bracket.
3
Q17. And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of... O’di‘\d’
In 2019, ‘off road shared paths’ featured additional prompts: ‘such as Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the coast’. These persisted in 2020. N 1 b
40 1, 2020, Local roads’ added the prompt: (i.e. non-main roads). \\_‘\‘v“’ colmar runton

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). v
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Stormwater drainage on local roads

How satisfied are you with the way stormwater drainage and rainwater drains on local roads perform?

CATI Panel
Average Average
satisfaction satisfaction
_ (] 0 0 0 0 _ 0 (] (1] 0 0
(n_%%i(; 5% 6% 24% 38% 28% 6.9 (n_210226(; 6% | 7% 24% 37% 26% 6.7
(nf&lé; 3% 5% 26% 45% 21% 6.8 ( nzzlglﬁ 5% 9% 24% 47% 15% 6.5
_ A% 0 (0] (0} (0} 6.8 _ 0 (0} (0] (] (] 6.4
(n_23,071§ % 1% 25% 40% 23% (n_210511§ 5% 10% 31% 38% 16%
(n:2307197) 5%, 8% 27% 45% 15% 6.5 2(2/1;)
Website and Panel (2020)
The proportion of residents rating 9 or 10 has increased significantly from 21% W(f]tz%its‘; 7% 26% 41% 24% 6.8
in 2019 to 28% in 2020. However, it must be noted there was a change to the
phrasing of this question, and also where it was placed in the survey. Other
impacts of this include a reduction in ‘Don’t know’ responses (from as high as l\fgrlgle 1% 7% 25% 39% 25% 6.7
9% for the CATI survey down to 1%). (n=211)
=% 2019 phrasing: And thinking in particular about the stormwater drainage _
system, how satisfied are you with the way this infrastructure performs? Very important (9-10) .
. e . . Important (7-8
=% 2020 phrasing: And thinking in particular about the stormwater drainage mportant (7-9 .
system and how well rainwater drains for your local roads, how satisfied are Neutral (4-6) .
you with the way this infrastructure performs? Not important (2-3) .
Not at all important (0-1) .
&
O
Q23. And thinking in particular about the stormwater drainage system and how well rainwater drains for your local roads, how satisfied are you with the way this (}6 (‘d’
41 infrastructure performs? co mar runton

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Stormwater drainage on local roads

How satisfied are you with the way stormwater drainage and rainwater drains on local roads perform?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Drainage infrastructure 6.9 7.2 7.2 6.9 6.8 6.3 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.1 6.8 7.1 6.6 ¢ 731

Column n 594 74 76 69 82 76 55 75 87 281 313 137 259 198

In 2020, the average satisfaction with how well stormwater drainage and rainwater drains on local roads is moderate — 6.9 overall. Those aged 60+ tended to rate

their satisfaction higher than the other age groups. Beyond this there were no statistically significance differences in average satisfaction between wards or
gender.

Q23. And thinking in particular about the stormwater drainage system and how well rainwater drains for your local roads, how satisfied are you with the way this (}’g@‘b 1 'b
42  infrastructure performs? ‘ A«,“o" co mar runton
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). S
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Parks and open space

We asked...
How important are our parks, playgrounds and open space?
How satisfied are you with them?

City of Charles Sturt residents value parks and open spaces, with at
least 90% rating the provision of well-developed parks and open
spaces as important.

Measures of satisfaction have decreased slightly from 2019, but
remain high, with almost eight out of ten residents rating ‘satisfaction’
with the provision of these spaces.

Change in
Importance Satisfaction satisfaction
from 2019
Public and open
P 94% 81% -3%
spaces
Parks, reserves or
. . 96% 80% -3%
playing fields
Playgrounds 90% 76% -5%

44
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Importance of parks and open spaces

Thinking about Council’s parks and open spaces, how important to you is the provision of well-developed...

CATI CATI and Panel

(2020) Average :
importance Overall, more than two-thirds of

those surveyed (either in the
CATI or Panel samples) rated the

Parks, reserves or pla)zlrl]w_gsfée%lgi | 2506 71% 0.0 I
= ' provision of each space as very
important (9 or 10 out of 10).
Public and open spaces | N —_ - On average, in both samples, the
(n=598) provision of well-developed

‘parks, reserves or playing fields’

Playgrounds 25% i 8.7 !s more |mpo’rtant than
(n=596) playgrounds’.

‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting —

F(’;)r;oe)l typically 1% or less.
Parks, reserves or playing fields
(n=128)** 20% 73% o1
Public and open spaces Very important (9-10) .
_ * 23% 69% 8.9
n=127)
( Important (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6)
Playg(lrzclulr;%S) . 17% 66% 8.5 Not important (2-3) .
Not at all important (0-1) .

Q21. How important to you is the provision of well-developed...
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. (o) o{‘ 1 b t
45 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. %‘-}" co mar run On

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Importance of parks and open spaces

Thinking about Council’s parks and open spaces, how important to you is the provision of well-developed...

Website Website and Panel

(2020) Average _
importance Amongst the Website sample,

‘very important’ ratings were most
prominent for the provision of
‘public ad open spaces’ (82%),
while playgrounds were
considered unimportant for 9%.

Parks, reserves or playing fields
(n=88)**

16% 76% 91

Public and open spaces

(n=88)" 11% 82% 9.3

On average, in both samples, the
provision of well-developed
playgrounds is less important
than the other spaces.

Playgrounds

8.1
(n=88) 13% 66%

7%

‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting —

Merged Website + Panel typically 1% or less.

(2020)

Parks, reserves or playing fields

(n=216)* | 19% 74% 91
. Very important (9-10) .
Public and oper(lns:pzalc;i | 18% 74% 91
Important (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6)
Playgrclunds ) 15% 66% 8.3 Not important (2-3)
(n=216) B4
Not at all important (0-1) .

Q21. How important to you is the provision of well-developed... o
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
46 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. %‘-}" co mar run On

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.



Parks and open space @

Importance of parks and open spaces

Thinking about Council’s parks and open spaces, how important to you is the provision of well-developed...

Amongst the CATI respondents, the average importance of providing well-developed spaces was higher than in 2019.

Please note that in 2019, respondents were prompted with examples of public and open spaces as well as examples of parks, reserves and playing fields. These
additions intended to make it clearer to the residents exactly what sorts of assets the question was referring to. These examples were also included in 2020.

2020
(n=597)

2019
(n=575)

2018
(n=398)

2017
(n=400)

2020
(n=596)

2019
(n=588)

2018
(n=397)

2017
(n=397)

%

BEET
I

o 25%

Parks, reserves or playing fields** (CATI)

A
22% 74

34%

Playgrounds (CATI)

25%
27%
24%

28%

71%

62%

%

6

59%

65%

61%

8%

55%

Average
importance

9.0

8.6

9.1

8.7

8.7

8.5

8.8

8.1

2020
(n=598)

2019
(n=583)

2018
(n=398)

2017
(n=398)

Public and open spaces* (CATI)

| 24%
28%
24%

30%

Average
importance

70% 8.9

62% 8.6

71% 9.0

62% 8.7

Very important (9-10)
Important (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Not important (2-3)

Not at all important (0-1)

Q21. How important to you is the provision of well-developed...

47

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.

*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020.
**In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020.

colmar brunton
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Importance of parks and open spaces

Thinking about Council’s parks and open spaces, how important to you is the provision of well-developed...

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Parks, reserves, or

playing fields** 9.0 8.9 9.2 8.6 9.1 9.1 9.0 9.0 8.9 8.8 9.1 9.0 9.1 8.9
Column n 597 76 76 71 81 75 55 76 87 284 313 141 259 197
Public and open spaces* 8.9 8.8 9.0 8.7 9.0 9.0 9.1 9.0 8.9 8.8 9.0 8.9 9.0 8.8
Column n 598 76 75 71 82 76 55 75 88 284 314 141 259 198
Playgrounds 8.7 8.7 9.117 8.4 8.8 8.8 8.5 8.6 8.7 851 891 8.4 8.9 8.8
Column n 596 76 76 70 81 76 55 75 87 281 315 140 259 197

On average, the provision of well-developed parks, reserves or playing fields was most important. However, the provision of playgrounds in Findon ward was
more important compared with the other wards. Similarly, female residents of the City of Charles Sturt rated the provision of playgrounds as more important when
compared with male residents.

3
Q21. How important to you is the provision of well-developed... O’di‘\d’
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
48 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. ~ < co mar run on

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). v
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Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

CATI CATI and Panel

(2020) Average . :
satisfaction Overall, the majority of residents

are satisfied with the City of
Parks, reserves or playln_g5fé(-:élo’|§ = 48% 32% . Charles Sturt’s parks and open
(n=588) ' spaces.

Amongst the CATI sample, the
17% 51% 30% 77 average satisfaction of parks,

reserves or playing fields was

higher than that of playgrounds.

Public and open spaces
(n=589)*

Playgrounds

(n=563) 21% 44% 33% 7.6 ‘Don’t know’ ratings were

excluded — typically 2-4%, except
for ‘playgrounds’ where,
depending on the sample,

Panel . ,
(2020) between 6-15% rated ‘Don’t
know’'.
Parks, reserves or playing fields
P )En3126)** 5% ) 48% 31% .
; Very satisfied (9-10)

Public and oper(lns_plazcgi 2% 19% 44% 3206 75 - .
= Satisfied (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6) .
Play%rr]iulq%s) 4% 2204 38% 36% 7.5 Not satisfied (2-3) .
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s... o
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. (o o{‘o 1 b t
49 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. 9‘-}‘ co mar run On.

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

Website Website and Panel
(2020) Average _ o
satisfaction Again, the majority of those
o surveyed were satisfied with the
Parks, reserves or playlng_fé%lﬁ s 20% 37% 36% s pgrks and open spaces of the
(n=87) ' City of Charles Sturt. Average
satisfaction did not differ
; significantly between spaces.
Public and open sl 326 3% 24% 42% 27% 7.2 ° g b
‘Don’t know’ ratings were
excluded — typically 2-4%, except
Playgrou_nds s I T . e 70 for play_grounds where,

(n=75) depending on the sample,
between 6-15% rated ‘Don’t
know’.

Merged Website + Panel
(2020)
Parks, reserves or pla)zwngieglgi 4% 17% 44% 33% -
. Very satisfied (9-10)
Public and open s_pacei 4% 21% 43% 30% 73 .
(n=212) Satisfied (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6) .
Play%rr]iulg‘is) 4% 24% 37% 34% 7.3 Not satisfied (2-3) .
Not at all satisfied (0-1) .

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s... {6,’(\‘7
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. (o o{‘o 1 b t
n , the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in .
50 **In 2019, th jon included th ‘such as Point Malcoll Henle I". Thi d in 2020 S° co mar run On

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

The proportion of satisfied residents and their average ratings remain high — no significant differences were measured.

Parks, reserves or playing fields** (CATI)

2020

(n=588) 17% 48%
2019

(n=548) 14% 49%
2018

(n=394) 16% 47%
2017

(n=397) 15% 50%

Playgrounds (CATI)

2020

(n=563) 21% 44%
2019

(n=562) 15% 50%
2018

(n=377) 17% 45%
2017

32%

34%

34%

31%

33%

31%

35%

32%

Average
satisfaction

7.7

7.8

7.7

7.7

7.6

7.6

7.7

7.6

2020
(n=589)

2019
(n=577)

2018
(n=393)

2017
(n=400)

Public and open spaces* (CATI)

Average
satisfaction
17% 51% 30% 7.7
12% 48% 36% 7.8
16% 47% 33% 7.7
3% 16% 49% 31% 7.6

Very satisfied (9-10)
Satisfied (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Not satisfied (2-3)

Not at all satisfied (0-1)

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020.
51 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020.

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.

9@?@“ colmar brunton



- Parks and open space @

Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

This measure has been derived from answer given at Q20 (i.e. the average of all ratings for all parks, spaces or playgrounds). Missing data has been excluded in
its construction.

Overall satisfaction with Council’s parks and open spaces Average
(CATI = constructed variable) satisfaction

78% 2020 CATI open spaces benchmark

2020
(n=597) 18% 50% 30% .
(n:25%159; 13% 51% 34% 7.7
2018 17% 47% 33% 7.7
(n=396)
2017 .7
(0)
(1=402) ) 51% 30%

m Not at all satisfied mNot satisfied = Neutral mSatisfied mVery satisfied

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s... -\ﬁ,’(\‘?
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. (o o{‘o 1 b t
52 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. 9‘-}‘ co mar run On.

Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Satisfaction with parks and open spaces

To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s...

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Parks, reserves, or

playing fields** 7.7 7.9 7.9 7.5 7.8 7.6 7.7 7.8 7.6 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.6 8.0
Column n 588 76 73 70 80 75 55 74 85 280 308 141 257 190
Public and open spaces* 7.7 7.9 7.7 7.4 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.5 7.8
Column n 589 76 74 70 79 74 55 73 88 281 308 140 256 193
Playgrounds 7.6 7.8 7.9 7.1 7.6 7.7 7.8 7.3 7.6 7.5 7.7 7.5 7.4 7.9
Column n 563 74 71 68 76 73 53 68 80 270 293 133 246 184

Overall satisfaction with the City of Charles Sturt’s parks and open spaces is high — no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age.

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s... O’d 4,*\0?
*In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as foreshore area at Henley Square or Plant 4 Bowden’. This was removed in 2020. o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
53 **In 2019, the answer option included the prompt ‘such as Point Malcolm reserve or Henley oval’. This was removed in 2020. S° co mar run on

S
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). v
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Community
connectedness

We asked...
Do you feel part of the broader community?
If you needed help, is there someone you could call?
Do you feel as though you get to have a say on local issues?
Do you, or a member of your household, volunteer in your community?
Do you , or any member of your household, belong to an organised group?

Feeling part of the community is important to community wellbeing.
Just under half of residents (49%) in the City of Charles Sturt feel as
though they are part of the broader community — consistent with 2019.
Similarly, group membership within the City of Charles Sturt remains
consistent at 44%.

The sense of involvement, measured by understanding what degree
residents feel as though they have a say in important decisions has
increased slightly from 41% to 43%.

The vast majority (95%) of residents felt that if they needed help in an
emergency they would be able to ask for help from friends, neighbours
or family.

Change in Measure

Measure (Since 2019)
Sense of community 49% No change
Volunteering 37%
Group membership 44% No change
Sense of involvement 43%

Community connectedness @
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Sense of community

To what extent do you feel that you and your household are part of the broader City of Charles Sturt community?

CATI
Average
feeling part of community
(n:25%23c; 6% 6% 40% 36% 13% 6.1
( n:25(&)315£; 6% 7% 38% 36% 14% 6.1
(n:23%16§ 5% 6% 36% 39% 14% 6.3
(n:2400107) 7% @ 9% 34% 35% 15% 6.1

Overall, the proportion of residents in the City of Charles Sturt that feel part of
the community remains relatively consistent — no significant differences were
found.

‘Don’t know’ ratings have been excluded — these vary between 1-5%
depending on year and sample.

2020
(n=123)

2019
(n=203)

2018
(n=160)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=88)

Merge
(n=211)

8%

6%

7%

5%

7%

11%

10%

10%

9%

10%

35%

36%

38%

Panel

Website and Panel (2020)

33%

34%

Average

feeling part of community

37% 9% TS

35% 13% 6.0

33% 13% 5.9

27% 26% 6.4
33% 16% 6.1

Very much part of the community(9-10) .
Part of the community (7-8) .

Neutral (4-6) .

Not part of the community (2-3) .

Not at all part of the community (0-1) .

Q8. To what extent do you feel that you and your household are part of the broader City of Charles Sturt community?
56 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Sense of community

To what extent do you feel that you and your household are part of the broader City of Charles Sturt community?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Feel part of the

community 6.1 5.9 6.3 6.1 6.3 6.2 6.4 6.3 5.6 6.2 6.1 541 6.2 6.5

Column n 593 74 75 70 82 76 53 76 87 282 311 139 258 196

The average ‘feeling’ that residents are part of the community is moderate (6.1). There are no significant differences between ward or gender, except for those
aged 18-34 who rated lower feelings of being part of the community than the other age groups.

RS \01’
: . S
Q8. To what extent do you feel that you and your household are part of the broader City of Charles Sturt community? o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
57 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A‘o" co mar run on
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Volunteering.

Do you, or a member of your household volunteer in your community?

CATI

2020

(n=600) 37% 63%
2019

(n=600) 33% V 67%
2018

(n=400) 35% 65%
2017

(n=404) 36% 63%

At least one-third of those surveyed via CATI (37%) and almost half of those
that responded from the Panel (45%) volunteer in the community (or have a
household member that does).

2020
(n=129)

2019
(n=210)

2018
(n=167)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=88)

Merged
(n=217)

45%

50%1

Panel

53%

48%

47% 1

50%

Merged Website and Panel

59%

51%

38%

47%

Yes, volunteers in community .
No, does not volunteer .

Unsure whether they or household member volunteers .

Q11. Do you, or a member of your household, volunteer in your community?
58 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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- Community connectedness @

Volunteering

Do you, or a member of your household volunteer in your community?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Column % Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Sen;e::?ore W(\;\é?jﬁlle Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Yes 37% 33% 38% 42% 51% 25% 42% 33% 34% 37% 37% 30% 43% 35%
No 63% 67% 62% 58% 48% 75% 58% 67% 65% 62% 63% 69% 57% 65%
Not sure, can't say <1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% <1% <1% 1% 0% 0%
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199

Overall, at least one in three CATI respondents (or a member of their household) volunteers in their community. No significant differences were measured
between ward, gender or age.

59 Q11. Do you, or a member of your household, volunteer in your community? C

SN 1 b
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A‘o@ co mar runton
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Emergency help

If you needed help (e.g. in an emergency), are you able to ask for and receive help from others?

CATI results, year by year CATI
Almost three out of four residents are able to ask for and receive help from
0, . . . . . R
2% friends, family or neighbours (72%) — this trend continues an increase from
Yes, from more than one of these [ 71% 2018 its (64%
support networks 64% results (64%).
71% Other interesting differences include a decrease of asking for help
15% exclusively from family (down to 15% from 17% in 2019).
0, .
Yes, from family e 172/"1% Results for the panel survey sample can be found on the following page,
17% 2020 as well as the newly sampled ‘website’ cohort.
» (n=600)
0

Yes, from neighbours N 460/;) =2019

6% (n=600)
i 4% 2018

. 4% (n=398)

Yes, from friends 50
0,

0 2017

50 (n:404)

No, have no family or friends [ 3%

nearby if needed 4%

2%
0%
0,

Other (specify) I 2%

0%

60 Q10. If you needed help, such as at a time of emergency, are you able to ask for and receive help from family, friends or neighbours? %ﬁ%@& colmar brunton
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Emergency help

If you needed help (e.g. in an emergency), are you able to ask for and receive help from others?

Panel results, year by year Website and Panel
Amongst the Panel respondents, half (51%) are able to ask for and
51% . . . .
receive help from family, neighbours or friends.
Yes, from more than one of these IR 51% P Y, nelg
support networks 45%
29%
iy TN 29%
Yes, from family 35%
2020
(n=129)
8%
0,
Yes, from neighbours ] 11%@ 2019
(n=210)
| %(ZZ 2018 Merged website and panel (2020)
Yes, from friends 20 (n=166)
Yes, from more than one of these 63%
2017 support networks NI 56%
50% (n/a) . 23%
No, have no family or friends B 4% Vs, oM fam i 606 Website
nearby if needed 7% . 204 (n=88)
Yes, from neighbours B 6%
; 5% = Merged
Yes, f friends
| 2;% es, from = 5% (h=217)
Other (specify) 1% No, have no family or friends nearby 7%
if needed WM 6%
Other (specify) I %?)//‘(’)
S

Q10. If you needed help, such as at a time of emergency, are you able to ask for and receive help from family, friends or neighbours? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
61 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘1" co mar run On
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Emergency help

If you needed help (e.g. in an emergency), are you able to ask for and receive help from others?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Column % Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville
ves, from >1 of these 72% 68% 66% 76% 78% 74% 69% 70% 73% 72% 72% 77% 73% 67%
support networks
Yes, from family 15% 18% 14% 15% 10% 17% 24% 11% 14% 14% 16% 14% 14% 17%
Yes, from neighbours 4% 7% 5% 4% 4% 1% 4% 7% 3% 2% 6% 2% 5% 5%
Yes, from friends 4% 3% 7% 1% 2% 4% 2% 5% 7% 6% 2% 4% 6% 2%
No, have no family or 5% 4% 8% 3% 6% 3% 2% 7% 3% 5% 4% 3% 3% 8%
friends nearby if needed
Other (specify) <1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% <1% <1% 1% 0% 1%
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
Overall, no significant differences exist between ward, gender or age brackets.
.,@0‘1\&’
Q10. If you needed help, such as at a time of emergency, are you able to ask for and receive help from family, friends or neighbours? Oco" & 1 b
62 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). é‘o“"’ co mar runton
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Sense of involvement

To what extent do you feel that you have a say on important issues in your area?

CATI Panel
Average Average
amount of ‘say’ felt amount of ‘say’ felt
n552) 31% 13% RS Wral (0% | 12% 32% 8%
vl o 12 Sl 10% RS ol 10 13% 19% 109 [
2017 2017
(n=401) 14% 16% 25% 7 5.1 (n/a)
Merged Website + Panel
More than one-third of residents surveyed in 2020 felt they had at least some
. . i . ) 0
say on important issues in their area (44% CATI, 40% Panel). Website : . : . -
‘ , QIR 0%  10% 28% 13%
On average, respondents were generally ‘neutral’ (5.6 CATI, 5.5 Panel),
suggesting opportunities exist for residents to feel like they have more of a say. Merged » . : .
YR 0%  12% 30% 10% 5.5

‘Don’t know’ ratings have been excluded — these vary between 1-6% depending
on year and sample.

Plenty of say (9-10) .
Some say (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6)

No say (2-3)

No say at all (0-1) .

Q12. To what extent do you feel that you have a say on important issues in your area? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
63 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘%" co mar run On
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Sense of involvement

To what extent do you feel that you have a say on important issues in your area?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Sense of involvement 5.6 6.1 5.4 55 5.4 6.1 54 5.8 5.5 5.8 5.5
Column n 582 73 75 70 78 74 276 306 134 253 195
Overall, no significant differences exist between ward, gender or age bracket.
.,@0‘1\&’
Q12. To what extent do you feel that you have a say on important issues in your area? Oco" & 1 b
64 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). g"}& co mar runton
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Group membership.

Do you, or any member of your household, belong to an organised group in the City of Charles Sturt?

CATI

2020

(n=600) 44% 56%
2019

(n=600) 44% 56%
2018

(1=400) 33% 67%
2017

(n=404) e 56%

Group membership remains consistent amongst the CATI sample (44% in 2020
and 2019), having increased from 2018 results (33%).

Beyond this, no significant differences were found.

2020
(n=129)

2019
(n=210)

2018
(n=166)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=88)

Merged
(n=217)

36%

50%

45%

34%

35%

Panel

64%

50%

55%

Q12 panel

66%

65%

Yes, belongs to an organised group in CCS .
No, does not belong to an organised group in CCS .

65

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).

Q9. Do you , or any member of your household, belong to an organised group, such as a sporting, community or religious group, here in the City of Charles Sturt?

%3
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Group membership

Do you, or any member of your household, belong to an organised group in the City of Charles Sturt?

2020 CATI sample

Average Total
Group member in CCS 44%
Not a member 56%
Columnn 600

Beverley

37%
63%

76

Findon

61% 1T
39%

76

Grange

41%
59%

71

Ward
Henley  Hindmarsh
57% 1 38%
43% 62%
82 76

Semaphore
Park

47%
53%

55

West
Woodbville

41%

59%

76

Woodville Male
33% 48%
67% 52%

88 284

Gender Age (condensed)
Female 18-34 35-59 60+
41% 32% 51% 7 44%
59% 68% 1 49% 56%
316 141 260 199

Almost half (44%) of the CATI respondents are members of an organised group in the City of Charles Sturt. There is higher group membership in Findon (61%)

and Henley (57%) wards, and also amongst those aged 35-59 (51%).

Q9. Do you , or any member of your household, belong to an organised group, such as a sporting, community or religious group, here in the City of Charles Sturt?
66 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Safety

We asked...
Do you feel safe in your community through the day?
What about at night?
For those who don’t feel safe, how come?

Just under two-thirds of the residents surveyed (65%) indicated they
feel safe during the day and night in their area.

The proportion of residents indicating they feel safe during the day but
not at night has increased from 26% to 29%, while 5% do not feel safe
in their neighbourhood at all.

Amongst those that felt unsafe, ‘crime rates in the local area’ was the
main reason for feeling unsafe (36%), while 21% expressed a general
caution or concern for safety.

Change in Measure

Measure (Since 2019)

Feel safe day and

: 65% -4%
night
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Sense of safety

Which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety?

CATI results, year by year CATI
Two out of three residents surveyed via CATI indicated they felt safe
65% during the day and night in their area (65%). This has remained relatively
Feel safe day and night in my _ 69% consistent, with no significant differences found over time.
area 66% Similarly, between one-quarter to one-third of those surveyed feel safe
71% during the day but not at night.

Results for the panel survey sample can be found on the following page,

9% 2020 as well as the newly sampled ‘website’ cohort.
Feel safe during the day but not - 26% (=000
at night 28%
m 2019
25% (n=600)
50 2018
(n=394)
Do not feel safe in my I 4%
neighbourhood 6% 2017
20 (n=404)

1%

_ 1%
Something else

1%

69 Q13. Thinking about safety in your neighbourhood, which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety, I ...? %‘_"o& colm ar brunton
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Sense of safety

Which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety?

Panel results, year by year Website and Panel
No significant differences were found in the Panel’s responses — almost
62% two-thirds (62%) feel safe during the day and night, while one-third feel
. . 0
Feel safe day and night in my _ 65% safe in the day but not at night (32%).
area 60%
32% 2020
Feel safe during the day but not _ 28% (n=129)
= 2019
(n=210)
5% (2:_11865) Merged website and panel (2020)
Do not feel safe in my I 4%
neighbourhood 53%
'ghbou 2% 2017 Feel safe day and night in my area ’
(n/a) I 50
) Website
Feel safe during the day but not at 42% (n=88)
1% night - | 3695

: I 2% 206 = Merged
Something else Do not feel safe in my neighbourhood (n=217)

B 2%

2%
Something else ’
| 1%

Q13. Thinking about safety in your neighbourhood, which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety, I ...? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
70 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘1" co mar run On
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Sense

of safety

Which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety?

Ward

2020 CATI sample Gender Age (condensed)
Column % Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodbville
iFn er‘;'yS:I:;ay and night 65% 71% 74% 66% 79% 1 53% 58% 67% 49% | 71% 1 59% 4 60% 64% 69%
Feel safe during the day g, 22% 26% 25% 20% 36% 36% 32% 38% 24% 34% 36% 29% 24%
but not at night
Do not feel safe in my 5% 5% 0% 6% 1% 11% 5% 1% 10% 4% 6% 4% 5% 6%
neighbourhood
Something else 1% 1% 0% 3% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
Column n 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
In 2020, feelings of safety were much higher amongst those in Henley ward (79%) and male residents (71%).
3
Q13. Think by fe hbourhood, which of the foll i feell f saf¢ /...? O,éi‘\f:
. Thinking about safety in your neighbourhood, which of the following comes closest to your feelings of safety, I ...7 (o 1 b
71 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). g"}& co mar runton
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CATI results

What makes you feel unsafe

Column % 2020 2019 2018 2017

Crime rate/crimes in the area (i.e. Break ins, theft and arson) 36% 31% 35%

Generally cautious/concerned for safety 21% 16% 13%

Neighbourhood unsafe (general mention) 15% 1 10% 2% 4

Loitering / Unsociable behaviour 15% 22% 17%

Individuals under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol / Unpredictable behaviour 14% 9% 14%

Poor lighting in local streets 13% 16% 22%

Busy area/street, attracts a lot of people passing through 8% 8% 5%

Housing SA occupants / Issues with neighbours 7% 10% 8%

Drugs/Alcohol (general mention) 6% 6% 2%

Vandalism (cars, houses, letter boxes) 5% 2% 3%

Hoon drivers/speeding/road rage on local streets 4% 1 12% 11%

Lack of police presence in the area 3% 3%

Gangs/groups/people known for trouble behaviour 3% 3% 10% 1

Intimidated by local diversity (high mix of cultures and race) 2% 1% 1%

Unsafe paraphernalia found in public spaces (i.e. Drug litter, needles) 1% 1% 1%

Poor maintained roads/footpaths 0% 1% 2%

Personal circumstances (i.e. Poor hearing, older age) 0% 1% 2%

Don't know 0% 1%

Columnn 205 178 132 0
T2t o colmar brunton



Safety

What makes you feel unsafe

Panel results

Column % 2020 2019 2018 2017
Crime rate/crimes in the area (i.e. Break ins, theft and arson) 32% 1 15% 15%

Loitering / Unsociable behaviour 28% 1 15% 17%

Poor lighting in local streets 21% 24% 35%

Busy area/street, attracts a lot of people passing through 21% 1 9% 14%

Individuals under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol / Unpredictable behaviour 19% 12% 8%
Drugs/Alcohol (general mention) 15% 1 2%

Housing SA occupants / Issues with neighbours 13% 11% 3%

Generally cautious/concerned for safety 11% { 24% 20%

Vandalism (cars, houses, letter boxes) 6% 3% 3%
Neighbourhood unsafe (general mention) 2% 2%

Hoon drivers/speeding/road rage on local streets 2% 8% 17%

Lack of police presence in the area 2% 2% 8%

Poor maintained roads/footpaths 2% 8% 3%

Personal circumstances (i.e. Poor hearing, older age) 2% 6%
Gangs/groups/people known for trouble behaviour 5% 15%

Intimidated by local diversity (high mix of cultures and race) 2% 2%

Unsafe paraphernalia found in public spaces (i.e. Drug litter, needles) 2%

Don't know 2% 2% 2%

Column n 47 66 66 0

73

Q13a. Why is that? What makes you feel unsafe?
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Living In the City of
Charles Sturt

We asked...
Is the City of Charles Sturt a good place to live?
Why is that?
What is affordability like for renting? Owning? Investing?

The majority of residents surveyed agreed that the City of Charles
Sturt is a great place to live (87%) — a slight decrease from the 90% in
20109.

For those who agree that it is a great place to live, their main reasons
include that it is generally a good area (29%), it’s close to open spaces
such as the beach (27%) and it’s close to a variety of facilities (24%).

The main reasons people were neutral about the City of Charles Sturt
being a great place to live was due to ‘safety concerns’ (20%).

Investing in housing in the City of Charles Sturt is seen to be the most
affordable (45% of residents indicated this), in comparison with renting
or buying (both with 38% of residents indicating affordability).

Change in Measure

(Since 2019)

00
A

Agreement that the , %
City of Charles Sturt is 87% -3% L% N
a great place to live
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Living in the City of Charles Sturt

To what extent do you agree that Charles Sturt is a great place to live?

CATI Panel
Average Average
agreement agreement
(n:%%z(g 11% 40% 47% 8.2 (nzzlozg 16% 43% 41% 8.0
( n=26%109) 9% 44% 46% 8.2 ( n:é()llofi 14% 49% 34% 7.8
(n:24c())1(§ 14% 39% 45% 8.1 (nzzl%lg 4%510% 49% 38% 7.9
(n=24(())117) 10% 41% 48% 8.2 2(2/1;) -
_ . _ Merged Website + Panel (2020)
Agreement with the statement ‘Charles Sturt is a great place to live’ has
remained consistent since 2017, with at least 80% agreeing. Website
304 150 38% 43% /8
. n=88)
No significant changes were measured between years. (
(Mnig_%eg 15% 41% 42% 7.9
Agree totally (9-10) .
Agree (7-8) .
Neutral (4-6) .
Not agree (2-3) .
Do not agree at all (0-1) .
3
Q14. To what extent to do you agree that Charles Sturt is a great place to live? .@01\03’
76 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). C °§" colmar brunton

The ‘don’t know’ option was removed from the survey from 2018 onwards.
Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Why give that rating”

From CATI respondents that agreed the City of Charles Sturt is a great place to live (n=522)

Positive Good area / No complaints (General comment) 29%
Positive Close to open spaces (i.e. Beach, parks, playgrounds) 27%
Positive Close to a variety of facilities (i.e. Shopping centres, hospitals, airport, transport, library, post office) 24%
Positive Peaceful and quiet / Friendly locals / Community feel 18%
Positive Easy access to the city 15%
Neutral Only lived in this area / Lived here for a significant time period 15%
Positive Reliable Council services and communication (i.e. Rubbish collection, resolving of maintenance problems, Council enquiry line) 12%
Positive Well maintained area (i.e. Parks, roads, footpaths, playgrounds, sporting facilities, cycling paths) 11%
Positive Accessibility 10%
Positive Location (general mention) 10%
Positive Feeling of safety in the area 7%
Positive Positive neighbourhood appeal/nice homes/spacious/green area 5%
Negative  Area requires some maintenance (footpaths, roads, verges, street lighting, parks, ovals) 4%
Positive Infrastructure / Development 3%
Negative  Unhappy with development (high levels of subdivision)/construction/road works in the area 3%
Negative  Safety concerns 3%
Positive Proximity to good local schools 2%
Positive There is always room for improvement 2%
-- Don't know 2%
& “

Q15. Why do you give this rating? C&o{& N5 1 b t
7 Note that a range of other options have been omitted for brevity (items with 1% or fewer respondents) “-} féi»_ ? co mar run on«s
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Why give that rating

From CATI respondents who were neutral that the City of Charles Sturt is a great place to live (n=97)

Negative  Safety concerns 20%
Negative  Lack of Council transparency and communication with residents 19%
Positive Good area / No complaints (General comment) 17%
Positive Easy access to the city 13%
Negative  Area requires some maintenance (footpaths, roads, verges, street lighting, parks, ovals) 13%
Negative  Local Council not proactive (i.e. In relation to addressing parking complaints, rubbish collection) / Council area too large to efficiently represent local opinions 13%
Positive Close to a variety of facilities (i.e. Shopping centres, hospitals, airport, transport, library, post office) 8%
Positive Close to open spaces (i.e. Beach, parks, playgrounds) 8%
Positive Accessibility 8%
Negative  Lack of facilities (i.e. Free exercise equipment in local areas, library diversity, sport centres, community centres, swimming pools) 8%
Negative  Unhappy with development (high levels of subdivision)/construction/road works in the area 6%
Negative  Concerns with street appeal/attractiveness of suburbs (i.e. Run down houses) 5%
Negative  Lack of trees/greenery in the area 5%
Negative  Concerns with new people moving in to the area / Neighbours / Increasing population density 5%
Negative  High Council rates 5%
Negative  Concerns with shelters in the area (i.e. Rehabilitation centres) 5%
--- Don't know 5%
o

Q15. Why do you give this rating? ®

2
78 Note that a range of other options have been omitted for brevity (items with 5% or fewer respondents) %‘%@G colmar brunton
&S

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Why give that rating

From CATI respondents that disagreed the City of Charles Sturt is a great place to live (n=19)

Negative  Area requires some maintenance (footpaths, roads, verges, street lighting, parks, ovals) 29%
Negative  Local Council not proactive (i.e. In relation to addressing parking complaints, rubbish collection) / Council area too large to efficiently represent local opinions 29%
Negative  Hoon drivers/speeding on local streets 21%
Negative  Concerns with street appeal/attractiveness of suburbs (i.e. Run down houses) 14%
Negative  Parking issues (i.e. Lack of parking availability, poor parking behaviour) 14%
Negative  Council spending not wise 14%
Negative  Lack of Council transparency and communication with residents 14%
Positive Feeling of safety in the area 7%
Positive Peaceful and quiet / Friendly locals / Community feel %
Neutral I've seen better places than this 7%
Negative  High level of traffic on street/s 7%
Negative  Unhappy with development (high levels of subdivision)/construction/road works in the area 7%
Negative  Lack of trees/greenery in the area 7%
Negative  Concerns with new people moving in to the area / Neighbours / Increasing population density 7%
Negative  Lack of police presence / Poor at addressing local crime (i.e. Speeding) 7%
Negative  Not enough support for families or elderly in the local area 7%
Negative  Safety concerns 7%
Negative  High Council rates 7%
& “

Q15. Why do you give this rating? N 1 b
79 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘-}& co mar runton
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Living In the City of Charles Sturt

To what extent do you agree that Charles Sturt is a great place to live?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Agree 8.2 8.3 8.5 8.1 8.6 8.1 8.2 8.0 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.1 8.1 8.3

Column n 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199

Agreement with the statement ‘Charles Sturt is a great place to live’ is high, with an average score of 8.2.

No significant differences were measured between ward, gender or age brackets.

. . (O
Q14. To what extent to do you agree that Charles Sturt is a great place to live? o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
80 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A‘o“’ co mar run On
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Living In the City of Charles Sturt

If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate...

CATI CATI and Panel
(2020) Average _ 0
affordability More than one-third (38%) Of.
CATI respondents found renting
Renting in Charles_§t5u3rt o 47% 31% 7% . afforqlable - _thls trend is
(n=353) ' consistent with buyers and
investors. However, more than
Buying in Charles Sturt one-third indicated a ‘neither’
(n=541) DECENEESIL - e 6% I rating (4-6) suggesting some
uncertainty amongst respondents
o o about the affordability of housing.
Investing in housing in Charles_Sturt 7% 11% 37% 36% 9% 5.7 ‘ ’ ’
66
(n=466) Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting; up
to 41-50%, (renting) 10%
Panel (buying), 22-31% (investing)
(2020) were excluded, depending on the
sample.
Renting in Charle(snigusr; 2204 43% 230 11% -
P Very affordable (9-10)
Buying in Charles_?tluert 4% 20% 44% 26% 6% 53 .
(n=116) Affordable (7-8) .
Neither (4-6) .
Investing in housing in Charle?n§t8u9r; 9% 20% 39% 25% 7% 5.1 Somewhat unaffordable (2-3) .
Unaffordable (0-1) .
Q16. If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is unaffordable and 10 is very affordable, how would you rate ....... ? colmar brunton

81 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). Figures of 2% or less have been omitted.
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Living In the City of Charles Sturt

If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate...

Website
(2020) Average
affordability
Renting in Charle(snitsug; 7% 10% 47% 29% 7% 551
Buying in Charles ?turt 6% 16% 43% 30% 5% 52
(n=80)
Investing in housing in Charles Sturt 13% 13% 42% 26% 6% 511

(n=62)

Merged Website + Panel

(2020)
Renting in Charlza;:?tzug; 4% 16% 45% 26% 9% 5.6 1
Buying in Charlza;:?;ug; 5% 18% 43% 28% 6% 5310
Investing in housing in Charles Sturt 11% 17% 40% 250 7% 511

(n=151)

Website and Panel

More than one-third of website
respondents rate the affordability
of renting (36%), buying (35%) or
investing (32%) in Charles Sturt
to be affordable. However, a
large proportion (>40%) rate
‘neither’, suggesting uncertainty
about the affordability of housing
in Charles Sturt.

‘Don’t know’ responses have
been excluded from reporting; up
to 41-50%, (renting) 10%
(buying), 22-31% (investing)
were excluded, depending on the
sample.

Very affordable (9-10)
Affordable (7-8)

Neither (4-6)

Somewhat unaffordable (2-3)

Unaffordable (0-1)

Q16. If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is unaffordable and 10 is very affordable, how would you rate .......7 é@o{"
82 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). 9"}

colmar brunton
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Living In the City of Charles Sturt

If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate...

No significant differences were measures between 2019 and 2020. However, levels of residents indicating ‘affordable’ (i.e. rated 7-8) has increased since 2017
and maintained.

Renting in Charles Sturt (CATI) Buying in Charles Sturt (CATI)

Average Average
affordability affordability
2020 2020
: 5.7 5.5
(n=353) AR 47% 31% 7% (n=541) ARSEA 44% 32% 6%
(n:23%15$; 5% 12% 48% 25% 7 5.5 (n:2503:§§ 7%  13% 45% 29% Xy 5.4
2018 2018
(n=253) AAAIAA 43% 27% 9% 5.6 (n=355) RG] 45% 28% o 5.3
(n:22%187) 1% 15% 56% 21% iw: 5.2 (n:%%% 6% 19% 50% 21% ¢ 5%FE)
Investing in Charles Sturt (CATI)
2020 5.7
Ty 7% | 11% 37% 36% 9%
(n:24?51s§ 7%  10% 40% 32% ol 57 very afforazble (5-10) [l
Affordable (7-8) .
2018
nyrsgll 60 15% 40% 28% 11% (RS Neither (4-6) .
2017 Somewhat unaffordable (2-3) .
- 6%  17% 41% 30% 5% [N
(n=315) Unaffordable (0-1) .

Q16. If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is unaffordable and 10 is very affordable, how would you rate ....... ? C«\"o{“ 1 b t
83 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). "-}‘ co mar run On.
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Living in the City of Charles Sturt

If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate...

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Semaphore West

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Park Woodville Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Renting in Charles Sturt 5.7 6.3 5.0 5.8 51 6.2 5.4 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.8 5.8 55 5.9
Column n 353 41 41 39 58 46 31 41 56 177 176 94 162 97
Buying in Charles Sturt 55 6.1 5.6 5.6 461 5.7 55 5.9 55 55 5.6 5.2 55 5.8
Column n 541 68 67 62 76 72 50 64 82 258 283 129 249 163
Investing in housing in

Charles Sturt 5.7 6.2 6.1 5.8 4610 6.0 5.8 6.3 55 5.8 5.7 5.4 5.6 6.2
Column n 466 59 53 51 70 64 44 56 69 229 237 110 211 145

Of the respondents of the CATI survey that provided a rating, those in Henley ward rated buying (4.6) and investing (4.6) as less affordable than the other wards.

Beyond this, no significant differences were found between gender or age.

o colmar brunton

Q16. If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is unaffordable and 10 is very affordable, how would you rate ....... ? (o
84 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). ~ §
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Environmental
performance

We asked...
How satisfied are you with Council’s environmental sustainability?
Are you aware of any environmental efforts by the Council? Which ones?

How satisfied are you with the Council's management and support of
environmental issues?

A total of 59% of people are satisfied with Council’s efforts regarding
environmental issues, findings consistent with 2019 findings.

A new question was asked to understand more specifically the
satisfaction of residents towards the Council’s management and
support of environmental issues — 57% indicated satisfaction.

Furthermore, respondents were also asked whether they were aware
of any environmental efforts made by the Council — 42% indicated they
were aware, setting an awareness benchmark for future surveys.

Change in Measure

MRS (Since 2019)

Satisfaction with Council’s

performance re: environmental 59% No change
sustainability

Satisfaction with Council’s

management and support of 57% n/a
environmental issues

Awareness of environmental

42% n/a
efforts

86
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Environmental performance

Thinking about environmental issues, how would you rate the Council’s overall performance?

CATI
Average
satisfaction
(ni}%g 5% 33% 48% 11% S
(n:23051Cg b 29% S 0 6.7
(n=23%127) 4% 28% 55% 12% 6.8

While satisfaction with the Council’s performance regarding environmental
issues appears to be declining amongst the CATI sample, these differences are
not statistically significant. Overall, more than half are satisfied and consistently
less than 10% are dissatisfied.

‘Don’t know’ responses have been excluded from reporting: Between 10-18%
have been excluded, depending on the sample.

2020
(n=111)

2019
(n=180)

2018
(n=140)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=72)

Merged
(n=183)

5%

3% 8%

4% 6%

A% 13%

4% 6%

34%

Panel
Average

satisfaction

48% 12% [P

6.6

28% 49% 12% 6.4
Merged Website + Panel

31% 42% 119 R

33% 45% 11% 6.4

Very satisfied (9-10)
Satisfied (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Not satisfied (2-3)

Not at all satisfied (0-1)

Q22. Thinking about environmental issues in the Council area, such as biodiversity, the impacts of climate change, water use and capture, waste sent to landfill and

87  protection of coast, to name some examples, how would you rate Council’s overall performance in terms of environmental sustainability?

Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).

S colmar brunton
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Environmental performance

Thinking about environmental issues, how would you rate the Council’s overall performance?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville
Environmental performance 6.6 6.9 6.6 6.7 6.5 6.5 6.4 6.7 6.3 6.5 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.7
Column n 543 69 65 67 74 68 49 72 79 264 279 119 240 184
In 2020, no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age bracket.
S@
Q22. Thinking about environmental issues in the Council area, such as biodiversity, the impacts of climate change, water use and capture, waste sent to landfill and (}"1&\5
88  protection of coast, to name some examples, how would you rate Council’s overall performance in terms of environmental sustainability? &q}’ co mar runton
Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). SN
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Awareness of environmental efforts

Are you aware of any environmental efforts by Council?

Awareness of environmental efforts (2020) New to 2020
More than a third (42%) of the CATI respondents were aware of
(n_%gg)' environmental efforts by Council.
This was consistent with the other survey samples; Panel (44%) and
S Webie (50%)
s
ez L
(n=217) S

Yes, aware of environmental efforts by Council .

No, not aware of any environmental efforts

Q22a. Are you aware of any environmental programs, efforts or initiatives by the Council? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
89 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘%" co mar run On
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Awareness of environmental efforts

Are you aware of any environmental efforts by Council?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville
Yes 42% 47% 34% 37% 46% 36% 45% 49% 41% 43% 41% 35% 46% 41%
No 58% 53% 66% 63% 54% 64% 55% 51% 59% 57% 59% 65% 54% 59%
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
Overall, there are no significant differences between ward, gender or age bracket.
v&é\"f’
) A
Q22a. Are you aware of any environmental programs, efforts or initiatives by the Council? (’co" & 1 b

90 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). g"}& co mar runton
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Awareness of environmental efforts

Which environmental programs, efforts or initiatives are you aware of?

CATI (2020)
(n=352)

Recycling programs / recycling facilities
Beach replenishment / coastal conservation
Stormwater capturing and use / water catchments

Port Road Drainage project

Compost / green waste management / biodegradable bin
liners

Waste management approach (incl, regular waste collection
or specialty waste management)

Greenscaping / ecological redevelopments / planning
Wetlands (e.g. St Clair)

Community gardens

Formal plans and community engagement (i.e. Council's
biodiversity and sustainability plan, Living to Green 2020)

Bee Hotels

Use of innovative materials in road construction

Rubbish clean ups (e.g. beach clean ups, Clean Up
Australia)

Heat mapping / heat mitigating initatives
Promotion of native plants

Coastal walkway

Use of solar power

West Beach rock wall rebuild

Provision of water management services (e.g. rain water
tanks)

Other miscellaneous ongoing environmental efforts

Unsure

I 22%
I 20%
I 19%
I 15%
N 12%
N 11%
I 0%

I 7%

B 4%

B 3%

M 2%

M 2%

M 2%

M 2%

B 1%

B 1%

B 1%

B 1%

B 2%
I 5%

Panel (2020)
(n=251)

Stormwater capturing and use / water catchments
Recycling programs / recycling facilities
Beach replenishment / coastal conservation

Port Road Drainage project

Compost / green waste management / biodegradable bin
liners

Greenscaping / ecological redevelopments / planning

Waste management approach (incl, regular waste collection
or specialty waste management)

Wetlands (e.g. St Clair)

Community gardens

Formal plans and community engagement (i.e. Council's
biodiversity and sustainability plan, Living to Green 2020)

Bee Hotels
Heat mapping / heat mitigating initatives

Use of innovative materials in road construction

Rubbish clean ups (e.g. beach clean ups, Clean Up
Australia)

Promotion of native plants
Coastal walkway
Use of solar power

West Beach rock wall rebuild

Provision of water management services (e.g. rain water
tanks)

Other miscellaneous ongoing environmental efforts

Unsure

. 39%
= 3%
. 16%

N 16%

P 16%

P 16%

I 11%

. 9%

N 5%

B 2%

M 4%

M 2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

91  Q22b. Which environmental programs, efforts or initiatives are you aware of?

%

(>
%,

colmar brunton



- Environmental performance @

Council’s support of environmental issues

How satisfied are you with Council’s management and support of environmental issues?

Satisfaction (2020) New to 2020
Average
satisfaction Overall, residents are generally satisfied with the Council's management
—%ﬂl 64 and support of environmental issues — typically less than 10% are
(n=514) ' dissatisfied, except amongst the Website sample (14% dissatisfied).
(nffgg)l 1964% 35% 16% 6.5 ‘Don’t know’ responses have been excluded from reporting: Between 14-
- 22% have been excluded, depending on the sample.
é\girl%eg‘; 38% 13% [

Very satisfied (9-10) .

Satisfied (7-8) .

Neutral (4-6)

Not satisfied (2-3) .

Not at all satisfied (0-1) .

Q22c. Overall, how satisfied are you with Council’s management and support of environmental issues? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
92 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘%" co mar run On



Environmental performance @

Council’s support of environmental issues

How satisfied are you with Council’'s management and support of environmental issues?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville
Satisfaction 6.4 6.6 6.9 6.5 6.0 6.4 6.1 6.7 6.1 6.3 6.5 6.1 6.4 6.7
Column n 514 63 62 60 69 64 50 68 78 253 261 117 225 172
In 2020, no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age brackets.
S
) A
Q22c. Overall, how satisfied are you with Council’s management and support of environmental issues? (’co" & 1 b
93 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A“?’Q co mar runton
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Performance and
value for money

We asked...
How satisfied are you with Council’s performance?
Do you feel you receive value for money?
If not, how come?

Overall, 71% of residents are satisfied with overall Council’s
performance. This is an improvement of 5% from 2019.

Similarly, residents satisfied they are receiving value for money in
exchange for the rates they pay each year has increased 5% (from
48% to 53%).

Reasons for dissatisfaction regarding value for money include:
» High rates / not value for money (60%)

* Areas require maintenance (27%)

Change in Measure

(Since 2019)

Overall performance 71%

Value for money 53%

95

Overall performance and value for money @

$413,400
(OVER 2 YEARS)
Solar S 1 5,000

Gleneagles ) . Implementation  Small Business West Beach
Reserve clubroom St Clair Recreation program on Council ~ Support Road
redevelopment  Centre & Precinct Buildings Program (joint project with
City of West Torrens)

oo

$60,000

Rebuilding West Main Street
Beach Rock Wall Trader Support

I LED Public &
West Lakes $24.5M $610,000 Street Lighting

Community Port Road (OVER 2 YEARS)
Facility MJ Mclnerney Drainage Woodbville
Reserve Project Stage 3 Town Hall
Redevelopment Upgrades

P colmar brunton
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Overall strategic performance

Taking all services Council provides into consideration, how satisfied are you with Council’s performance?

CATI Panel
Average Average
62% 2020 CATI overall perform’ benchmark ~ Satisfaction satisfaction
2020 |8 y > . 2020 P 5 > X
(n=504) Bk 24% 57% 14% 70 (n=106) K& 38% 43% 15% 6.6
(nfs%log; 3% 29% 53% 13% 6.9 ( n=21%13£; 3%7% 24% 53% 12% 6.6
2018 Iy 26% 54% 14% 6.8 2018 oY 27% 49% 15% 6.6
(n=376) (n=150)
2017 2017
(n=395) K& 29% 55% 12% 6.8 (n/a)
Merged Website + Panel
The majority of residents are satisfied with Council’'s performance. While fewer
than 10% of respondents consistently rate they are not satisfied, satisfaction is .

i i website - FSRTEY 25% 49% 10% [
largely driven by those rating 7 or 8 (more than half of those surveyed). (n=71) MM € € € §
Please note the benchmark percentage is 62%, which the current 2020 results Merged

: 0 crgec sz 33% 46% 13% 6.5
surpasses easily (71%). (n=177) .

‘Don’t know’ responses have been excluded from reporting: Between 1-19%
have been excluded, depending on the sample and year. Very satisfied (9-10)
Satisfied (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)

Not satisfied (2-3)

Not at all satisfied (0-1)

Q24. Overall, taking all aspects of Council’s strategic direction into consideration, how satisfied are you with Council’s performance? C‘@o{“ 1 b t
96 “Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). é‘-}‘ co mar run On.
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Overall strategic performance

Taking all services Council provides into consideration, how satisfied are you with Council’s performance?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Wes'; Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Park Woodville

Satisfaction 7.0 7.0 7.3 6.5 6.6 7.1 7.2 7.1 6.9 6.9 7.0 7.2 6.8 7.0

Column n 594 75 76 70 81 75 55 75 87 283 311 139 260 195

Average satisfaction is high and relatively consistent across ward, gender and age bracket. No significant differences were found between these groups.

. » e . . - . o [
Q24. Overall, taking all aspects of Council’s strategic direction into consideration, how satisfied are you with Council’s performance? o) Q{\‘ 1 b t
97 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A“?’ co mar run on
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Value for money

To what extent are you satisfied that Council rates provide value for money for residents?

CATI Panel
43% 2020 CATI value Average Average
for money benchmark satisfaction satisfaction
(n=250329(; 6% 8% 34% 44% 9% 6.1 (n=210125(; 10% = 10% 39% 35% 6%
(n:2501175; 5% 10% 37% 41% 7% (nfl%lgs; 8% 7% 33% 44% 7%
(n:%%% 7% | 11% 36% 40% 7% X (nflal; 6% 10% 35% 42% W 5.9
(n:23%167) 4% 10% 42% 39% % 5.8 2(2/1;)
_ o _ . Merged Website + Panel
The proportion of CATI respondents that are satisfied with Council rates
providing value for money has been increasing, from 44% in 2017 to 53% in Websit
ebsite [l 0 590 0 0 6.2
2020. (n=75) AL 9% 41% 13%
The benchmark measure for this question is 43%, which the 2020 results Merged
‘Don’t know’ responses have been excluded from reporting: Between 9-15%
have been excluded, depending on the sample and year. Very satisfied (9-10)

Satisfied (7-8)
Neutral (4-6)
Not satisfied (2-3)

Not at all satisfied (0-1)

Q25. To what extent are you satisfied that Council rates provide value for money for residents? Cé’o{‘o 1 b t
98 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). 9‘-}‘ co mar run On.
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Why do you say that

From Dissatisfied ratings in Q25 (n=73)

Negative  High Council rates / Not value for money 60%
Negative  Area requires some maintenance (footpaths, roads, verges, street lighting, parks, ovals, storm water drains) 27%
Negative  Local Council not proactive (i.e. In relation to addressing parking complaints, rubbish collection) / Council area too large to efficiently represent local opinions 12%
Negative  Council invests money in to unnecessary things / Do not focus on what is important 11%
Negative  Disapprove of the way that rates are calculated 5%
Negative  Lack of facilities (i.e. Free exercise equipment in local areas, library diversity, sport centres, community centres, swimming pools, hard rubbish removal service) 4%
Negative  Lack of trees/greenery in the area 3%
Neutral Good as any area 1%
Negative  Parking issues (i.e. Lack of parking availability, poor parking behaviour) 1%
Negative  Council regulations (i.e. Building restrictions, lack of consultation with locals on new development) 1%
Negative  Not enough support for families or elderly in the local area 1%
Negative  Lack of Council transparency and communication with residents 1%
S
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Why do you say that

From Neutral ratings in Q25 (n=181)

Negative  High Council rates / Not value for money 44%
Negative  Area requires some maintenance (footpaths, roads, verges, street lighting, parks, ovals, storm water drains) 20%
Negative  Lack of Council transparency and communication with residents 10%
Negative  Council invests money in to unnecessary things / Do not focus on what is important 9%
Negative  Local Council not proactive (i.e. In relation to addressing parking complaints, rubbish collection) / Council area too large to efficiently represent local opinions 9%
Negative  Lack of facilities (i.e. Free exercise equipment in local areas, library diversity, sport centres, community centres, swimming pools, hard rubbish removal service) 7%
Positive Good area / Reasonable rates / No complaints 6%
Positive Reliable Council services and communication (i.e. Rubbish collection, resolving of maintenance problems, Council enquiry line) 5%
Negative  Parking issues (i.e. Lack of parking availability, poor parking behaviour) 3%
Positive Close to a variety of facilities (i.e. Shopping centres, hospitals, airport, transport, library, post office) 2%
Negative  Unhappy with development (high levels of subdivision)/construction/road works in the area 2%
Negative  Not enough support for families or elderly in the local area 2%
Negative  Hoon drivers/speeding on local streets 2%
Positive  Well maintained area (i.e. Parks, roads, footpaths, playgrounds, sporting facilities, cycling paths) 1%
Positive Close to open spaces (i.e. Beach, parks, playgrounds) 1%
Neutral Good as any area 1%
Neutral There is always room for improvement 1%
Neutral | do not pay Council rates 1%
Neutral Disapprove of the way that rates are calculated 1%
Neutral I've seen better places than this 1%
Neutral Could be worse 1%
Negative  Concerns with street appeal/attractiveness of suburbs (i.e. Run down houses) 1%
Negative  Council regulations (i.e. Building restrictions, lack of consultation with locals on new development) 1%
Negative  Safety concerns 1%
-- Don't know 6%
S
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Value for money

To what extent are you satisfied that Council rates provide value for money for residents?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Average Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh SSNEIYE Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Satisfaction 6.1 6.2 6.3 5.6 6.0 6.5 5.9 6.0 6.1 6.3 6.0 6.1
Column n 539 74 69 64 72 62 80 263 276 109 245 185
In 2020, no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age bracket.
.,@0‘1\&’
Q25. To what extent are you satisfied that Council rates provide value for money for residents? Oco" & 1 b
101 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A“?’Q co mar runton
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Counclil services.

We asked... ‘
Which Council services do you value most? ) ’
Are there any services missing? What is missing? y RN b | : [
Would you be willing to pay more rates to cover the cost of providing this » ' N> 1
service? ’
Would you be willing to let service levels reduce to minimise rate 4
increases? !

'

.
”

L/

’
TR ‘
N -
& y
Pty
e >
.

The most valued services Council provides to residents are waste
collection (57%), parks and reserves (45%), local roads (32%),
libraries (31%) and footpaths (23%).

The majority (55%) agreed that no services are missing from Council’s
offering, however for the 31% that felt there was something missing,
they were looking for:

!

*  Community care services (24%)
» Hard rubbish collection / compost collection (16%)

» More or improved public facilities (16% h i (X5
proved p (16%) 5 G

For those looking for these additional services, only a minority (30%) "o

were willing to pay higher rates to cover the cost of delivering these

services.

Change in Measure

(Since 2019)

Missing services 31% +1%

Preparedness to pay

. . 30% +3%
higher Council rates ’ ’

103
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Most valued services

What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council?

For CATI respondents, the top 5 services were waste/recycling collection (57%), parks and reserves (45%), local roads (32%), libraries (31%) and footpaths
(23%). Amongst Panel respondents, these same 5 services were in the top 5, though footpaths (26%) and libraries (25%) were ordered differently.

CATI (2020) Panel (2020)
(n=600) (n=129)
Waste/garbage collection, recycling [ 5 7% Waste/garbage collection, recycling NGNS 55%
Parks & reserves [ 45% Parks & reserves [N 40%
Local Roads N 32% Local Roads NG 9%
Libraries [ 31% Footpaths [N 6%
Footpaths [ 23% Libraries [N 05%
Playgrounds 20% Playgrounds 22%
Waste - Hard waste collection 18% Public and Open spaces 22%
Public and Open spaces 17% Off road walking and cycling paths 21%
Verge maintenance 14% Ovals and sporting grounds 19%
Community Centres 14% Waste - Hard waste collection 17%
Waste - Recycling and Waste Centre at... 11% Environmental Management and. .. 16%
Ovals and sporting grounds 9% Community Centres 14%
Street trees, planting and pruning 9% Dog parks 14%
Off road walking and cycling paths 8% Street trees, planting and pruning 13%
Street sweeping 7% Verge maintenance 12%
Community Care services 7% Climate change management 11%
& “

Q27. What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council? (o) o{\‘ 1 b t
104 Note that ‘Climate change management’ was added in 2020. %‘%" co mar run On



P S Council services @

Most valued services

What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council?

CATI
2020 2019 2018 2017
Waste/garbage collection, recycling 57% 60% 51% { 67% T Fi.ndings for 2020 are CO_nSiStent
Parks & reserves 45% 45% 37% 1 51% 1 with 201.9' thoth ther? 'S a
notable increase in residents
Local Roads 32% 29% 26% 29% vaIuing “Waste — Recycling and
Libraries (Woodville, Findon, Henley Beach, West Lakes, Hindmarsh) 31% 34% 40% 41% 1 Waste Centre at Beverly’ (11%)
Footpaths 23% 2 0% o More services can be found on
Playgrounds 20% 17% 18% 17% the following page.
Waste - Hard waste collection 18% 20% 25% 22%
Public and Open spaces 17% 18% 12% 0%
Verge maintenance 14% 11% 10% 18% 1
Community Centres 14% 13% 12% 8% |
Waste - Recycling and Waste Centre at Beverley 11% 1 8% 6% 1% 1
Ovals and sporting grounds 9% | 18% 12% 24% 1
Street trees, planting and pruning 9% | 9% | 12% 16% 1
Off road walking and cycling paths 8% | 10% ¢ 10% 24% 1
Street sweeping 7% 8% 13% 1 10%
Community Care services 7% 10% 9% 6%
Environmental Management and Sustainability 6% 5% 1 5% 5%
Dog parks 5% 5% 5% 4%
Local Traffic management 5% 4% 4% 4%
Stormwater drainage 5% 4% 5% 5%
Columnn 600 600 400 404
105 Q27. What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council? “":;:0& COImar brunton
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Most valued services

What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council?

CATI

2020 2019 2018 2017
Community Bus/Transport Service 5% 6% 5% 6% Amongst _the services valued by
Public litter bins 5% 2% 3% 1% ! fe.WE.r. residents, there are few

significant changes from 2019 to
St Clair Recreation Centre 4% 5% 1 0% 0% 2020 — the proportion of
Events 3% 3% 4% <1% 4 residents that valued ‘Planning
Environmental Health 3% 3% 2% 2% and Development Assessment’
Parking controls 3% 3% 2% 3% decreased from 6% to 1%.
Community Halls 2% 3% 2% 2%
Economic Development 2% 5% 1 1% J <1% !
Graffiti removal 2% 1% ! 2% 4%
Public conveniencesl/toilets 2% 1% ! 3% 2%
Animal management 2% 2% 4% 2%
Climate change management 2% 4 0% 0% 0%
Justice of the Peace 2% <1% { 3% 1%
Planning and Development Assessment 1% ¢ 6% 1T 2% 2%
Recycled Water system 1% 1% 1% 1%
Marketing and communications 1% 1% 1% 1%
Volunteer services 1% 1% 2% 1%
Immunisation service 1% ¢ 2% 3% 3%
Placemaking 1% <1% 1% <1%
Other 25% 1 10% ¢ 26% 1 22% 1
Columnn 600 600 400 404
oS¢

Q27. What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council? *o':o{‘ colmar brunton
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Most valued services

What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)
Top 20 services
il Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Sen;zz:Eore W(\;\é?jﬁlle Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Waste/garbage collection, recycling 57% 61% 51% 61% 60% 62% 49% 58% 51% 60% 53% 45% 1 60% 61%
Parks & reserves 45% 39% 49% 38% 46% 59% 47% 39% 42% 48% 43% 55% 47% 35% ¢
Local Roads 32% 33% 36% 30% 28% 33% 33% 33% 31% 36% 28% 27% 33% 34%
Libraries 31% 37% 29% 31% 26% 39% 35% 29% 26% 25% 37% 35% 32% 27%
Footpaths 23% 24% 22% 25% 23% 22% 24% 16% 24% 21% 23% 23% 22% 23%
Playgrounds 20% 17% 20% 15% 22% 22% 16% 20% 23% 17% 22% 31% 7 21% 10% ¢
Waste - Hard waste collection 18% 21% 17% 20% 15% 25% 15% 20% 13% 18% 18% 15% 20% 17%
Public and Open spaces 17% 13% 18% 20% 18% 22% 20% 11% 15% 15% 18% 23% 16% 14%
Verge maintenance 14% 24% 16% 17% 10% 9% 7% 13% 16% 15% 13% 9% 13% 20%
Community Centres 14% 9% 16% 13% 16% 11% 15% 14% 16% 10% 17% 11% 15% 14%
Recycling +Waste Centre @ Beverley 11% 22% 1 8% 10% 9% 11% 4% 11% 9% 13% 8% 9% 12% 10%
Ovals and sporting grounds 9% 4% 13% 7% 15% 7% 16% 7% 8% 14% 1 5% { 12% 13% 3% J
Street trees, planting and pruning 9% 11% 5% 7% 6% 11% 11% 7% 14% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Off road walking and cycling paths( 8% 9% 8% 6% 6% 8% 11% 4% 11% 8% 8% 18% 1 7% 2% 4
Street sweeping 7% 11% 9% 11% 7% 5% 5% 4% 6% 9% 6% 4% 8% 9%
Community Care services 7% 5% 5% 8% 15% 1% 5% 8% 5% 5% 8% 1% ¢ 6% 12% 1
Environ. Managm’t + Sustainability 6% 9% 5% 6% 10% 7% 3% 6% 6% 6% 5% 8% 4%
Dog parks 5% 3% 9% 4% 5% 3% 7% 5% 5% 3% 7% 7% 5% 3%
Local Traffic management 5% 3% 5% 8% 4% 5% 4% 9% 1% 6% 4% 4% 3% 8%
Stormwater drainage 5% 11% 3% 7% 2% 1% 4% 8% 3% 5% 4% 3% 4% 7%
Column n 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
to7 QL e e o o o &% 7+ colmar brunton
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Missing services

Is there a services that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided?

CATI
(n=26%20c; el 55% 15%
(n=26%]g; 30% 56% 14%
(n:%l%lo? 28% 52% 21%
(n=24(())147) 25% 60% 15%

Consistent with previous years, approximately one-third (31%) of CATI
respondents believe there is a service the City of Charles Sturt does not
currently provide that should be provided, while more than half (55%)
indicated ‘no’.

The majority of panel respondents typically are unsure, potentially
highlighting a difference between the CATI and online survey formats.

2020
(n=129)

2019
(n=210)

2018
(n=167)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=88)

Merged
(n=217)

5%

16%

17%

17%

14%

27%

19%

20%

Panel

79%

64%

63%

Merged Website + Panel

15%

13%

60%

71%

Yes, Council can provide another service .

v
Not sure, can’'t say .

Q28. Is there a service that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided?
108 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Missing services

Is there a services that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided?

CATI (2020) Panel (2020)

- Only 6 respondents indicated a service. To avoid inflating
(Coded, n=184) the differences in the proportions, the services have
simply been listed below (un-coded)

Community Care Services (ie. Aged and.. [N 24%

Hard rubbish collection / Compost collection [N 16% Cleaning up the walkway next door to us
More/improved public facilities (ie. Exercise.. | N NN 16% Extra recycle bin separating glass from other recyclables
Improved maintenance in the area (ie. bike.. [ 10% Provide a response when requested. Twice | have contacted Council

Improved safety in the area (including road.. NN 10% and been promised a response but twice | have heard nothing back.
0

Environmental Management and Sustainability.. [N 8%
Street trees, planning and pruning [ 6% The coast path from Grange to Semaphore

Verge maintenance/lawn mowing [ 6% The CSC area needs more tree cover. | would like to see the Council
advocate for more resident friendly planning and development
regulations and to do more to resist developments that don't enhance

Soft plastic recycling

Community events (e.g. moonlight cinema) [ 6%

Transparency/communication with the public [ 4% neighbourhoods or don't improve the liveability of the western suburbs.
More street lighting [ 4% We need development that takes us |_nt0 the future in a posmve way but
much of the development we are seeing will have negative effects in the
More public parking facilities [l 3% long run.

Better planning and development assessments.. Il 3%
Consistency of road speed limit's [l 2%

Replace rubbish bins regularly (free of charge) | 1%

Concerns with street appeal / Attractiveness of...l 1%
More ovals and sporting grounds | 1%

More public schools | 1%

Rate payment plans | 1%

2
109 Q28. Is there a service that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided? %ﬁ;@@ colmar brunton
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Missing services

Is there a services that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided?

2020 CATI sample Ward Gender Age (condensed)

Column % Total Beverley Findon Grange Henley  Hindmarsh Sen;e::?ore W(\;\é?jﬁlle Woodville Male Female 18-34 35-59 60+
Yes 31% 36% 26% 21% 27% 33% 25% 32% 42% 29% 32% 27% 33% 31%
No 55% 55% 55% 66% 61% 53% 55% 55% 40% 57% 53% 56% 53% 56%
Not sure, can't say 15% 9% 18% 13% 12% 14% 20% 13% 18% 14% 16% 17% 14% 14%
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199

In 2020, no significant differences were found between ward, gender or age bracket.

Q28. Is there a service that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think should be provided? C

2 1 b
110 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). A‘o@ co mar runton
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Preparedness to pay higher Council rates

Are you prepared to pay more Council rates so that this service can be provided?

CATI Panel
2020 2020
(n=184) 30% 57% (n=6) 33% 67%
2019 2019
(=178) 27% 63% (n=35) 26% 49%
2018 2018
(h=110) 27% 61% (n=28) 18% 61%
2017 2017
0, 0,
(n=103) e 62% (n/a)

Merged Website + Panel
This question was asked of those who wanted Council to provide additional

services. Website
_ o —o4 42% 25%
Amongst this group, the majority (i.e. more than half) were not prepared to pay (n=24)
higher rates in exchange for these services. These results are consistent with
- : Merged 40% 33%
previous years, particularly for the CATI sample. (n=30) g 2
While the changes over time were not statistically significant, a clear trend of
increasing preparedness to pay higher Council rates has been measured from
2017 to 2020. Across this time frame, an increasing proportion of respondents
are prepared to pay higher rates.
Yes, prepared to pay higher rates .
Not willing to pay higher rates .
Not sure, can’t say
v&é&”

(>
%,

Ry
’
%

colmar brunton

Q29. Are you prepared to pay more Council rates so that this service can be provided?
111 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %
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Reduction In services

Would you be prepared to accept a reduction in services if it minimised rate increases?

CATI Panel
2020 2020
(n=600) 25% 54% (n=129) 16% 47%
2019 2019
(n=600) 24% 55% (n=210) 16% 48%
2018 2018
(n=400) 20% 52% (n=167) ik 46%
2017 2017
(n/a) (n/a)
' o o Merged Website + Panel
Approximately half of those surveyed are unwilling to accept a reduction in
services to minimise rate increases. This trend is consistent across years. .
Website 5 0
(n=88) Iaald 51%
('\firzﬂe;‘; 14% 48%

Yes, willing to accept a reduction in services to reduce rates .
Not willing to accept a reduction in services .

Not sure, can’'t say

3
O
R

Q52NEW. Would you be prepared to accept a reduction in services if it minimised rate increases? (o 1 b t
112 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). %‘%" co mar run On
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Reduction In services

Which services would you reduce to minimise Council rates?

CATI (2020) Panel (2020)
(n=147) (n=20)

Verge maintenance / Lawn mowing / Tree pruning [N 10% Verge maintenance / Lawn mowing / Tree pruning [ N 15
o .

Administration costs / overheads [ 7% L braries -
Libraries [ 6%

i 0
Bins / Waste (general mention) [l 5% Community events/programs _ 10%

Cuts to community centres [l 5% Use Council money more wisely [ N N 10%

None / Currently do not provide enough services [l 5%

Bins / Waste (general mention) _ 5%
Hard rubbish collection [l 3% )
) ) cuts to community centres ||| GGG 5%
Non essential services [l 3%
Parks (ie. Less maintenance) [l 2% None / Currently do not provide enough services || 5%
Town Hall [l 2% Non essential services [ NN 5%
Economic development 2% .
P W 2% Parks (ie. Less maintenance) _ 5%
Community programs (General Mention) [l 2%
0,
Ovals and sporting grounds [l 1% Town Hall _ 5%
Street cleaning W 1% Economic development [N 5%
i 0
Community events/programs [l 1% Street cleaning _ 5%
Depends on the level of deterioration as a..ll 1%
. Cycle paths [N 5%
Use Council money more wisely [l 1% veep ’
Roads W 1% Pet/animal management _ 5%
Cycle paths | 1% Reduce green waste colk_ection (ie. fewer _ 5%
collections per month)
Playgrounds | 1% ) )
Marketing / Placemaking _ 5%

Pet/animal management | 1%

Don't know I £ 2% Don't know | 15%
&
S

C;

(>
%,

Q52aNEW. If yes, which services would you reduce or remove? 0{“ 1 b t
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Mode of travel

to work.

& colmar brunton

%
% goéjox

114



Mode of travel to work e

Employment & mode of travel to work.

If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work?

CATI
2020
(n=600) 69% 31%
2019
(n=600) 70% 30%
2018
(n=400) 56% 45%
2017
(n=404) 72% 28%

Two-thirds of the CATI sample were in paid employment (69%) — modes of
transport of these residents can be found on the following page.

2020
(n=129)

2019
(n=210)

2018
(n=166)

2017
(n/a)

Website
(n=88)

Merged
(n=217)

Panel

61% 39%

61% 39%

60% 40%

Merged Website + Panel

74% 26%

66% 34%

In paid employment .

Not in paid employment .

Q19. If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work?
115 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Employment & mode of travel to work

If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work?

Of those in paid employment, the majority traveled to work via car (81% CATI, 75% panel).

CATI (2020) Panel (2020)
(n=414) (n=79)
I P
Car, as driver o) Car, as driver (G5
78%
6% M 10%
Bus 9{’2% Bicycle 27 9%
%
4% 9
Train %?,//‘(’) Bus “5%13%
5%
B 43)/0 m 2020 | 58/0 m 2020
Bicycle 35/8A) (n=414) Car, as passenger 0 %0//% (n=75)
3% =2019 m2019
A (n=422) %, (n=128)
Car, as passenger | 74 Train %),
204 2018 2018
1 2% (n=222) I 1% (n=100)
| 1% L 1%
Walk | 762 2017 Motorcycle or scooter %% 2017
4% (n=291) (n/a)
0%
Motorcycle or scooter 828% walk M 1%/(:)/0
0
Tram, Park n Ride | 882‘; Tram, Park n Ride Adelaide g 204
Adelaide Entertainment Centre 8(‘)’//(()) Entertainment Centre
0%
Tram | 12%//% Tram | %%//%
0%
S

116 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100).
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Employment & mode of travel to work.

If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work?

In paid employment 69% 59% 54% | 59% 74% 83%17 73% 64% 83%17 69% 69% 93%17 88%17 28% |
Not in paid employment 31% 41% 46% 1 41% 26% 17% ¢ 27% 36% 17% ¢ 31% 31% 7% 4 12% 4 72%7T
Columnn 600 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88 284 316 141 260 199
Car, as driver 81% 84% 83% 83% 87% 75% 90% 76% 4% 82% 79% 70% V 86% 85%
Bus 6% 2% 7% 5% 10% 6% 3% 8% 3% 5% 6% 9% 2% { 11%
Train 4% 0% 0% 5% 0% 5% 3% 6% 11% 1 4% 5% 8% 3% 0%
Bicycle 4% 4% 5% 2% 2% 6% 0% 2% 5% 5% 3% 5% 4% 0%
Car, as passenger 3% 2% 5% 2% 0% 6% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 4% 2%
Walk 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 3% 6% 4% 1% 3% 3% 2% 0%
Motorcycle or scooter <1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% <1% 1% <1% 0%
Tram, Parkn Ride Adel. —_,q, 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% <1% 0% <1% 2%
Entertainment Centre

Tram <1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Columnn 414 45 41 42 61 63 40 49 73 196 218 131 228 55

¢

Q19. If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work? foN o{b 1 b
117 Please note any small sample sizes (e.g. n=<100). “;" »»_} co mar runtono
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Demographics.

2020: Age bracket (by Ward)

Column % Beverley Findon Grange Henley Hindmarsh Serr;z:‘[?ii]ore W:)A(I)Zf/?lle Woodville

18-34 13% 16% 17% 13% 38% 1 35% 28% 31%

35-59 38% 33% 37% 55% 46% 47% 34% 55%

60+ 49% 1 51% * 46% 1 32% 16% { 18% | 38% 15%

Columnn 76 76 71 82 76 55 76 88
CATI Panel Website Merged

18-24 6% 0% 0% <1%

25-34 17% 14% 1% 11%

35-49 27% 25% 7% 32%

50-59 17% 19% 43% 22%

60-69 16% 25% 26% 23%

70-84 14% 16% 19% 11%

85+ 4% 2% 3% 1%

Column n 600 129 88 217

%
S
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Demographics.

2020: Gender(by Ward)

Column % Beverley Findon Grange Hindmarsh Sen;zr?lr(]ore W:)l\(l)((eiﬁlle Woodville
Male 43% 47% 45% 50% 45% 45% 55%
Female 57% 53% 55% 50% 55% 55% 45%
Column n 76 76 71 76 55 76 88

2020: Gender (by Survey)

CATI Panel Merged
Male 47% 56% 1 45%
Female 53% 44% | 55%
Column n 600 129 217

120
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D ad ®
2020: Household composition (by Survey)
Column % CATI Panel Website Merged
Single people living without children 15% 12% 11% 12%
Qouple who are married or living together with no children 21% 29% 27% 28%
in the home
Family as a couple or single parent with most children 13% 13% 13% 13%
under 6 years
Family as a couple or single parent with most children 17% 16% 14% 15%
aged from 6-15 years
Family as a couple or sm_glg parent with most children >15 2304 9% 14% 11%
years and at least one still living at home
Coup!e or s!ngle person in middle to late age groups with 11% 19% 11% 16%
no children in the home
| prefer to not answer 1% 2% 10% 5%
Column n 600 129 88 217
C@
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Demographics.

2020: Ward (by Survey)

Column % CATI Panel Website Merged
Beverley 13% 10% 6% 8%
Findon 13% 9% 7% 8%
Grange 12% 17% 8% 13%
Henley 14% 16% 16% 16%
Hindmarsh 13% 9% 34% 1 19%
Semaphore Park 9% 16% 1 3% 11%
West Woodville 13% 1 6% 5% 6% {
Woodville 15% 16% 22% 18%
Columnn 600 129 88 217
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2020 Survey

Instrument.
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City of Charles Sturt.
2020 Community Survey.

Good morning/afternoon, my name is . 1 am calling from Colmar Brunton Research on
behalf of the City of Charles Sturt. We are calling residents to invite them to participate in a
community-wide survey to provide feedback to Council. The City of Charles Sturt is keen to
understand your perceptions of the local Council in which you live and the services, facilities
and infrastructure provided. We value your input and would like approximately 15 minutes of
your time to achieve this.

Is there anyone in the household between the ages of 18 and 30? (IF YES, ASK TO SPEAK
WITH THEM AND REINTRO, ELSE CONTINUE)

| just need to let you know that this call may be monitored by my supervisor for training and
coaching purposes.

Pennington

Renown Park

Ridleyton

Rosewater

Royal Park

Seaton

Semaphore Park

St Clair

Tennyson

Welland

West Beach (part)

West Croydon

West Hindmarsh

West Lakes

West Lakes Shore

Woodville

Woodville North

Woodville Park

Woodville South

Woodville West

(IF CONCERNED ABOUT PRIVACY) - | can assure you that any information you give will Other TERMINATE
remain confidential, and in compliance with the Privacy Act.
(IF CONCERNED ABOUT VALIDITY) - advise them that Alyssa Todd, Corporate Project Q2a Which of the following best describes your age...?
?;Eer for Council is the Contact if they wish to verify the research project. Her number is: 8408 CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
- 1 Under 18
(IF UNWILLING TO COMPLETE SURVEY OVER PHONE) — If you'd like to complete the 2 d&aq
survey online in your own time, you can visit the website 3 25-34
https://www.yoursaycharlessturt.com.au/ and follow the links to the survey there. 4 35-49
5 50-59 CHECK QUOTAS
6 60-69
Q1. Firstly, which suburb do you live in? 7 70-84
8 85+
RESPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING 9 Refused
Albert Park
ﬁll:(;\lbga(f:rdens IF 1 OR 9 IN Q2A ABORT
Beverley
Bowiden Q3. (DO NOT ASK) Gender
Brompton
Cheltenham CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
Croydon 1 Male
Devon Park (part) > Female CHECK QUOTAS
Findon
Flinders Park CONTINUE
Fulham Gardens
Grange
Hendon
Henley Beach
Henley Beach South
Hindmarsh
Kidman Park
Kilkenny
Ovingham
colmar brunton colmar brun‘ton
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Thinking about council services and facilities. ..

Q7. On a scale of a 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is very important, how
important to you is the provision of...

Thinking now about infrastructure in the area...

Q18. To what extent is the provision of the following important to you? Please use a 0 to 10
score, where 0 is not at all important and 10 is very important. (0-10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW)

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Sporting clubs

2 Council halls/town halls

3 Community Centres CONTINUE
4 Libraries

Q4. In the last month, have you used any of Council's community facilities, such as sporting
club, council hall, community centre, library?

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Local roads (i.e. non-main roads)
2 Footpaths
3 Off road shared use walking and cycling paths such as CONTINUE
Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the
coast

CODE [ RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Sporting clubs

2 Council halls/town Halls

3 Community Centres CONTINUE
4 Libraries

Q17. And to what extent are you satisfied with the provision and maintenance of... (0-10
SCALE + DON'T KNOW)

Q5. IF SELECTED AT Q4 - How satisfied are you with Council's community facilities? Use a 0
to 10 score, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied.

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Local roads (i.e. non-main roads)
2 Footpaths
3 Off road shared use walking and cycling paths, such as CONTINUE
Linear Park along the River Torrens or the path along the
coast

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Sporting clubs

2 Council halls/town Halls

3 Community Centres CONTINUE
4 Libraries

Q23. And thinking in particular about the stormwater drainage system and how well rainwater
drains for your local roads, how satisfied are you with the way this infrastructure performs? Use
a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied (0-10 SCALE + DON'T
KNOW)

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING

Q8. Thinking about the services and/or programs provided in libraries or community centres,
how satisfied are you with...? (0-10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW)

0 0 — Not at all satisfied

CONTINUE

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
3 C.omn_wunlry Centres CONTINUE
4 Libraries
colmar brunton
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10 — Very satisfied
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Don't know
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Thinking about Council's parks and open spaces...

Thinking about the community now...

Q8. To what extent do you feel that you and your household are part of the broader City of
Charles Sturt community? Please use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is not at all part of the
Community and 10 is very much part of the community (0-10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW)

Q21. How important to you is the provision of well developed ........ ? (0-10 SCALE + DON'T
KNOW)

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING

1 Public and open spaces

2 Parks, reserves or playing fields CONTINUE

3 Playgrounds

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING

0 0 - Not at all part of the community

Q20. To what extent are you satisfied with the City of Charles Sturt’s ....... ? (0-10 SCALE +
DON'T KNOW)

CONTINUE

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Public and open spaces
2 Parks, reserves or playing fields CONTINUE
3 Playgrounds
colmar brunton
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Don't know

Q10. If you needed help, such as at a time of emergency, are you able to ask for and receive
help from family, friends or neighbours? Don't read out, but prompt if needed. SINGLE
RESPONSE

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING

Yes, from family

Yes, from friends

Yes, from neighbours

Yes, from more than one of these support networks CONTINUE

No, have no family or friends nearby if needed

(2] é] By ROL) ST B

Other response (SPECIFY)

Q13. Thinking about safety in your neighbourhood, which of the fallowing comes closest to your
feelings of safety, | ...? READ OUT, RANDOMISE, SINGLE RESPONSE

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Feel safe day and night in my area

2 Feel safe during the day but not at night

3 Do not feel safe in my neighbourhood CONTINUE
4 Something else (SPECIFY)

NEWQ13a. [IF CODE 2 OR 3 AT Q13] Why is that? What makes you feel unsafe?
OPEN ENDED

colmar brunton
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And thinking about the whole Council overall...

Q12. To what extent do you feel that you have a say on important issues in your area? Please
use a 0 to 10 score, where 0 is no say at all and 10 is plenty of say in important issues.

Q22. Thinking about environmental issues in the Council area, such as biodiversity, the impacts
of climate change, water use and capture, waste sent to landfill and protection of coast, to name
some examples, how would you rate Council's overall performance in terms of enviranmental
sustainability? Use a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied (0-10
SCALE + DON'T KNOW)

CODE [ RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
0 0 — No say at all

1 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5 CONTINUE
6 6

7 7

8 8

9 9

10 10 — Plenty of say

99 Don’t know

Q14. To what extent to do you agree that Charles Sturt is a great place to live? Use a 0to 10

score, where 0 is not agree at all and 10 is agree totally

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
0 0 - Don't agree at all

1 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5 CONTINUE
6 6

7 7

8 8

9 9

10 10 — Agree totally

Q15. Why do you give this rating? OPEN-ENDED, PROBE

Q16. If housing affordability was rated on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is unaffordable and 10 is
very affordable, how would you rate ....... ? (0-10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW) READ OUT

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Renting in Charles Sturt
2 Buying in Charles Sturt CONTINUE
3 Investing in housing in Charles Sturt
colmar brunton

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
0 0 — Not at all satisfied
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4
5 5
5 5 CONTINUE
7 7
8 8
9 9
10 10 — Very satisfied
99 Don't know
Q22a. Are you aware of any environmental programs, efforts or initiatives by the Council?
CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes
> No CONTINUE
Q22b. Which environmental programs, efforts or initiatives are you aware of? OPEN-ENDED,
PROBE
Q22c. Overall, how satisfied are you with Council's management and support of environmental
issues?
CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
0 0 — Not at all satisfied
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4
5 5
5 6 CONTINUE
7 7
8 8
9 9
10 10 — Very satisfied
99 Don't know
colmar brunton
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Q24. Overall, taking all services Council provides into consideration, how satisfied are you with Q27. What would you say are the top 5 services you value from Council? UNPROMPTED, BUT
Council's performance? Use a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very PROBE FOR DETAIL TO FIT INTO PRE-CODES, MAX 5
satisfied (0-10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW) RESPONSE OFTIONS ROUTING
CODE [ RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING Animal management
0 0 — Not at all satisfied Community Bus/Transport Service
1 1 Community Care services (Transport, aged and disability services, home
2 2 maintenance & security)
3 3 Community Centres (19 on Green — was the Bowden Brompton Community
2 4 Centre, Bower Cottages Community Centre, Cheltenham Community Centre,
3 5 CONTINUE Findon Community Centre, Henley and Grange Community Centre, Seaton
North Neighbourhood Centre, West Lakes Community Centre, The Brocas
6 6 (Youth Services.)
v 7 Community Halls, (Woodville Town Hall, Woodville North Community Hall,
8 8 Kilkenny Community Hall, Henley Town Hall, Flinders Park Community Hall)
9 9 Dog parks
10 10 — Very satisfied Economic Development

Environmental Health
Climate change management
Environmental Management and Sustainability

Q25. To what extent are you satisfied that Council rates provide value for money for residents?
As before, please use a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 is not at all satisfied and 10 is very satisfied. (0- Events
10 SCALE + DON'T KNOW) Footpaths

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING Graffiti removal

0 0 — Not at all satisfied Immunisation service

1 Justice of the Peace

Libraries (Woodville, Findon, Henley Beach, West Lakes, Hindmarsh)
Local Roads

Local Traffic management CONTINUE
Marketing and communications

Off road walking and cycling paths(shared use paths eg: Linear Park, Coast
Park, Grange Lakes, Outer Harbour Greenway, St Clair Greenway)

Ovals and sporting grounds

Parking controls

Parks & reserves

0 — Very satisfied Placemaking

Planning and Development Assessment

Playgrounds

Public and Open spaces, for example Henley Square, West Lakes, the coast
Public conveniences/toilets

Public litter bins

Recycled Water system

St Clair Recreation Centre

Stormwater drainage

Street sweeping

Street trees, planting and pruning

Verge maintenance

Volunteer services

Waste/garbage collection, recycling

Waste - Hard waste collection

Waste - Recycling and Waste Centre at Beverley

Other (SPECIFY)

Other TERMINATE

CONTINUE

= Ol N slwN]=

o

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1

Q26. [IF RATED 6 OR LESS] Why do you say that? OPEN-ENDED, PROBE

colmar brunton colmar brunton
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Q28. Is there a service that the City of Charles Sturt does not currently provide that you think
should be provided?

Great thank you, | just have a couple more questions about you and your household. ..

Q50NEW. Which of the following best describes your household composition?

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes (SPECIFY WHICH SERVICE)

2 No CONTINUE
3 Not sure, can't say

Q29. (IF YES IN Q28): Are you prepared to pay more Council rates so that this service can be

provided?

CODE [ RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes

2 No CONTINUE
3 Not sure, can't say

Q52NEW. Would you be prepared to accept a reduction in services if it minimised rate

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Single people living without children
2 Couple who are married or living together with no children in the home
3 Family as a couple or single parent with most children under € years
4 Family as a couple or single parent with most children aged from 6-15
years
5 Family as a couple or single parent with most children over 15 years CONTINUE
and at least one still living at home
6 Couple or single person in middle to late age groups with no children
in the home.
7 | prefer to not answer
Q11. Do you, or a member of your household, volunteer in your community?
CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes
2 No CONTINUE
3 Not sure, can't say

increases?

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes

2 No CONTINUE
3 Not sure, can't say

Q52aNEW.  If yes, which services would you reduce or remove? OPEN ENDED

Q9. Do you, or any member of your household, belong to an organised group, such as a
sporting, community or religious group, here in the City of Charles Sturt? NOTE: WITHIN CCS
NOT OUTSIDE OF THE COUNCIL AREA

CODE | RERSPONSE OPTIONS ROUTING
1 Yes

2 No CONTINUE
3 Other (Specify)

Q19. If you are in paid employment, what is your usual mode of travel to work? UNPROMPTED,
SINGLE RESPONSE, NOTE: SELECT THE LONGEST PART OF JOURNEY

CODE

RERSPONSE OPTIONS

ROUTING

Bicycle

Bus

Car, as driver

Car, as passenger

Motorcycle or scooter

Train

Tram, Park n Ride Adelaide Entertainment Centre

Tram

Walk

Other (SPECIFY)

o bt R ] el ez Kl B 2R LS B

=0

Not in paid employment

CONTINUE

colmar brunton

That concludes our survey. On behalf of the City of Charles Sturt and Colmar Brunton, thank
you for your time and valuable comments regarding the City of Charles Sturt.
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