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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

IRIS Research was commissioned by the City of Blue Mountains in November 2000 to conduct a
telephone survey among City residents. The broad aim of the survey was to involve the
community in planning for the future and to evaluate Council’s performance over a period of time
in relation to a range of key services and facilities.

The survey was conducted on the IRIS CATI system during November and December 2000. To
qualify for an interview, respondents had to have been a resident in the Council area for at least
the last 6 months and aged 16 or older. A total of 1032 completed interviews were conducted,
with equal proportions coming from each of five Council designated Community Planning Areas.
The results presented in this report have been weighted by the actual Census age and area
distributions for the Blue Mountains, as this provides the most accurate reflection of overall
resident opinions.

The key results from each section of this report are summarised below:

Council Services & Facilities

Attributes achieving higher importance scores were: ‘bush fire prevention and rural fire
brigades’, ‘clean creeks and waterways’, ‘litter control’, ‘protection of natural bushland’,
‘garbage collection’, ‘street cleaning’, ‘maintenance of public toilets’ and ‘generating local
employment opportunities’.

Attributes achieving higher satisfaction scores were: ‘litter control’, ‘bush fire prevention and
rural fire brigades’, ‘availability of lookouts and walking trails’, ‘maintenance of swimming
pools’, ‘pedestrian access generally around shops & community facilities’ and ‘library
services’.

Attributes achieving relatively lower satisfaction scores were: ‘youth services & facilities’,
‘maintenance of public toilets’, ‘generating local employment opportunities’, ‘provision of
public toilets’, ‘weed control’ and ‘consultation with the community’.

Areas where council appears to be meeting residents’ needs are (in order of importance):

Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades

Litter control

Protection of natural bushland

Street cleaning

Lighting of public areas

Bush regeneration

Pedestrian access at shopping centres & community facilities
Footpaths around shopping centres & community facilities
Services & facilities for older people

Town centre & village atmosphere

Recycling

Maintenance of parks & playgrounds

Maintenance of swimming pools

BMCC Community Survey .
Final Report, May 2001 v
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Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails
Protection of heritage values & buildings

Areas identified as priorities for attention are (in rank order):
Maintenance of public toilets
Clean creeks and waterways
Generating local employment opportunities
Youth services & facilities
Provision of public toilets
Weed control
Sealed road maintenance
Consultation with the community
Managing residential development
Garbage collection
Facilities & services for people with a disability
Parking for shoppers
Animal control

Overall Council Performance

Respondents were also asked to rate their ‘overall’ satisfaction with the performance of
council. Satisfaction with council’s overall performance was in the moderate range, with a
score of 3.1 out of 5.

Overall satisfaction scores were consistent across the five planning areas measured.
However, there was evidence that people aged between 35 and 49 were more likely to be
dissatisfied with council than people in other age groups.

Those respondents who said they were ‘very dissatisfied’ with the overall performance of
council (62 people, or 6% of sample) were asked what the main reason was for their
discontent. The main reasons given were: poor provision of facilities and services (39%);
council staff issues (23%); and perceived inequities in council’s treatment of different
community groups (16%).

Staff Performance

Residents who have had an interaction with council staff were found to be more likely to have
a favourable impression of their performance.

Nearly three quarters (72.8%) of residents who had an encounter with council staff agreed
that they were courteous and helpful (compared to 57.2% of those who had no contact).

Similarly, residents having experienced an interaction with council staff were more likely to be
satisfied with their overall performance than those who had no contact.

Over half (54.7%) of those who had a service encounter with council staff rated their level of
satisfaction in the high range, compared to 41.5% of those who had no encounter.

BMCC Community Survey
Final Report, May 2001 v
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Major Issues of Concern

According to residents, the biggest issues currently facing the Blue Mountains overall are
‘development control’, ‘nature preservation’, ‘youth issues’ and ‘roads’.

The most common issues of concern at a neighbourhood level are ‘roads and pedestrian
access’, ‘development control’, ‘crime’ and ‘youth issues’.

Living in the Blue Mountains

The things people like ‘most’ about living in the Blue Mountains generally relate to its unique
natural setting, sense of space and relaxed lifestyle.

The things people like ‘least’ about living in the Blue Mountains generally relate to a lack of
services and facilities, social issues and perceptions of overdevelopment.

When asked to describe the communities that make up the Blue Mountains, the overall
response was very positive.

43% of respondents described the people of the Blue Mountains as “friendly” or “courteous”.
Other prominent descriptions included “multi-cultural” or “diverse” (25.2%), “environmentally
aware” (19.9%), “caring” (18.6%), “elderly” or “retired” (16.6%), “alternative” (12.2%),
“community-minded” (11%) and “relaxed” (10.8%).

BMCC Community Survey .
Final Report, May 2001 vi
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Planning for the Future

When asked to prioritise the importance of 13 key areas of council’s planning for the future,
respondents rated them as follows:

LONG TERM COUNCIL PRIORITIES

% rating high priority for council

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Protecting the National Park & bushland

Promoting local employment

Increasing community safety

Improving public transport

Improving local roads

Building a sense of community

Improving highway transport

Enhancing village atmosphere

Encouraging service businesses to set
up in the Blue Mountains

Promoting opportunities for fitness &
sporting activities

Promoting cultural activities

Increasing the range of housing available
at different costs

Encouraging manufacturing businesses
to set up in the Blue Mountains

Other unprompted priorities included ‘youth boredom’, ‘overdevelopment’ and ‘council
performance’.

BMCC Community Survey "
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Mix of community Environment & Business

revereniowsdeeemen |

Number of people living here

Respondents were also asked about various aspects of the current mix of community,
environment and business and whether these aspects were ‘too low’, ‘too high’ or ‘about
right’.

As the chart below shows, residents see a need for more recreation and shopping facilities in

particular. There was also a significant proportion that felt the current housing level is already
‘too high’. There was general consensus that the population level was ‘about right’.

BALANCE OF NEEDS FOR THE BLUE MOUNTAINS COMMUNITY

\ M Too low B About right OToo high \

Number of recreational
facilities is ...

is ...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%
Proportion of sample
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Benchmark Comparisons

Where comparisons were possible between the results of the current survey and the previous two
surveys, they have been highlighted in Section 4.8. The key comparisons are summarised below.

Comparisons of service and facility ratings between the current survey and the 1996
community survey were possible in some instances*. They show that council performance
appears to have improved significantly in the following areas:

Pedestrian access generally around shops & community centres
Footpaths around shopping centres & community facilities
Litter control

Maintenance of swimming pools

Animal control

Provision of swimming pools

Protection of natural bushland

Maintenance of commuter carparks

Information of Council services

Provision of community centres & community halls
Maintenance of community centres & community halls

There was a sharp decline in satisfaction with garbage collection, particularly in area 2 (i.e.
Katoomba, Leura, Medlow Bath and Wentworth Falls). Other services and facilities showing a
decline in satisfaction compared to the 1996 results included:

Recycling

Clean creeks and waterways

Maintenance & availability of parks and playgrounds
Library services

Managing residential development

* As stated in the body of the report, precise cangons with past benchmarks was only possibla femall number of the services
and facilities. However, for the sake of provididguncil with some indication of comparative perfamoe, indicative comparisons
have been made where possible.

BMCC Community Survey .
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Encouragingly, benchmark comparisons show that ‘overall satisfaction’ with council has
improved since the 1996 measure. The mean satisfaction score of 3.1 for the current survey
represented a significant increase on the score of 2.6 recorded in the 1996 survey.

OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL

5.0

45 o

O f—

Mean satisfaction score

1996 2000

Respondents were asked to name major issues of concern, both locally and citywide, in all
three surveys.

A comparison of the results showed that ‘development control’ has increased significantly as
an issue of concern at both the citywide and local levels.

‘Youth problems’ was identified as another area that appeared to have escalated as an issue
of concern both locally and for the entire City.

BMCC Community Survey
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1 INTRODUCTION

This study was commissioned by Blue Mountains City Council (BMCC) as the third in a series of
surveys aimed at establishing benchmarks and measurements of community satisfaction with the

quality and level of services provided by Council.

The broad aims of the study were to measure Council’s performance against benchmarks set in
the past and to provide up-to-date insights into service satisfaction and community issues. During
the development of the project, it became clear that meeting current day needs would limit the
opportunity to measure precisely against the results of the previous surveys conducted by the
Hunter Valley Research Foundation (HVRF) and the Centre for Local Government Research
(CLGR).

The design used for this survey represents the specific needs of BMCC management and will
permit examination of movement in importance and satisfaction on a number of broad areas of
council performance. Given this, BMCC management has elected to make the current survey the

benchmark for future measures.

A further objective for the study recognised the need to continuously evolve services to meet
community needs. Accordingly, new issues have been explored by capturing community views

on other major issues.

The study was designed to permit measurement of differences in resident attitudes between each

of the five Community Planning Areas (CPAs) used by Council, as shown in Table 1.1.

TABLE 1.1 BLUE MOUNTAINS CITY COUNCIL COMMUNITY PLANNING AREAS
CPA Localities
Area 1 Blackheath, Megalong Valley, the Mounts
Area 2 Medlow Bath, Katoomba, Leura, Wentworth Falls
Area 3 Bullaburra, Lawson, Hazelbrook, Woodford, Linden
Area 4 Faulconbridge, Springwood, Winmalee, Valley Heights
Area 5 Warrimoo, Blaxland, Mt Riverview, Glenbrook, Lapstone

BMCC Community Survey 1
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2 STUDY OBJECTIVES

The broad objectives for the Community Survey process were to:

Measure the importance of and satisfaction with services and facilities provided by

council
Where possible, measure performance against benchmarks previously set
Provide new benchmarks for future comparison

Obtain additional information to assist in the development and review of a long term
corporate plan for Council

Identify community attitudes and priorities for issues facing the Blue Mountains LGA

BMCC Community Survey 2
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 SAMPLE DESIGN

A telephone-based survey, aiming to secure a response from approximately 200 residents from
each of the five community planning areas, was used. The survey unit was permanent residents
of the Blue Mountains who had lived in the Council area for 6 months or longer. Respondents
also had to be aged 16 years or older to qualify for an interview. The 1996 Census was used to

establish quotas to ensure a good distribution of response by age and sex.

The sample base for the survey was the electronic White Pages. This sample is known to be sub
optimal, as the churn of telephone numbers due to people moving and new numbers being added
as dwellings are occupied affects about 12% to 15% of possible numbers. Further, a proportion

of numbers are unlisted even though they do not churn.

To deal with these issues, IRIS Research began with the population of numbers listed in the
telephone book and added new and unlisted numbers using a technique called the ‘half open’
method. In this method, all numbers were incremented by five to create new numbers in the
‘gaps’ between the listed numbers. The resultant universe of numbers was then de-duplicated to
remove any numbers that may be repeated. This process was repeated five times to create a
new, theoretical universe of telephone numbers. This provided the opportunity for all potential
numbers to be selected in the sample. This equal and known opportunity for selection is the first

criterion of good random sampling.

Once the potential universe of numbers had been generated, a computer programme was used
to randomise the database. Following this, another computer programme was used to take a
sequential sample (e.g. every 110" number) from the database. Unique strata within the
numbers universe were developed for each planning area. Therefore the sample was

geographically stratified and evenly distributed within strata.

This process gave a very even distribution of potential numbers across the whole survey area
and within the five survey sub areas. Every household therefore had an equal and known chance
of selection and every part of the survey area received a fair proportional representation in the

final sample drawn.

BMCC Community Survey 3
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3.2 DATA COLLECTION

During the survey process, the person from the selected household who had the most recent
birthday was interviewed. This method eliminated respondent self-selection bias. If the selected
person was not at home, callbacks were scheduled for a later time or day. Unanswered numbers
were retried three times throughout the period of the survey. These procedures ensure a good

sampling process from the sample frame used.

Interviews were conducted on weekday evenings between 4.30 P.M. and 8.30 P.M. and on some

weekends.

Following the close of the main survey period, additional interviews were conducted, according to
need, in those planning areas where certain age groups were under represented. During this part
of the sampling process, a quota sampling procedure was employed to ensure that adequate
numbers of all age groups in all areas were selected for interview. This eliminated the need for
heavily weighting the survey. This process of dynamic variation from first birthday to quota

sampling is called ‘soft quota’ sampling.

Business numbers and faxes reached during the selection process were excluded from the

sample.

The survey was implemented under IQCA quality guidelines. Interviews were conducted using
our computer-aided telephone interviewing (CATI) system. Continuous interviewer monitoring
was used and post interview validations were conducted within five days of the close of the

survey.

BMCC Community Survey 4
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3.3 SURVEY RESPONSE

At the end of the survey period, 1032 completedrinéws had been collected. Table 3.1
shows that a compliance rate of 57% was achieVé&e. compliance rate is the number
of refusals as a proportion of completed surveys ptfusals. A compliance rate of
between 50% and 60% is considered acceptabledonay of this type.

TABLE 3.1 SURVEY COMPLIANCE RATE
Response sequence Outcome
Interviews 1032
Refusals 792
Valid contacts (Excludes disqualified — businesees of area, under 16yrs etc) 1824
Compliance rate 57%

Given the level of response to the survey anddbethat it represents a good random
cross-section of the City (see Appendix 1 for nae&ail on sample demographics), the
findings presented in this report provide a souasi®for gauging community opinion.

3.4 SURVEY ACCURACY

When analysing results for the entire sample, thgimum error rate will be about
+3.2% at the 95% confidence level, assuming a ptigmal response of 50%. That is, we
can be confident that if the survey were to be aggzethere would be a 95% chance that
the new result would lie within £3.2% of the resaghieved in this survey.

At the main sub-group level (i.e. for each of calm€ommunity Planning Areas), the
maximum error rate will be about +7.1% at the 95ficlence level. Appendix 4 gives a
more detailed explanation of survey error ratesfoaller sub-groups.

3.5 WEIGHTING ADJUSTMENT

The final results have been weighted by the ageaaeal distributions of the population,
as this provides the most accurate reflection efal resident opinions. Table 3.2 shows
the weighting factor applied to the final data @sdeffect on the distribution of the
sample across sub-groups.

BMCC Community Survey 5
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TABLE 3.2 WEIGHTS APPLIED TO FINAL DATA

Census Population

(16+ yrs) Sample achieved Weighted sample
Sub-groups No. % No. %  Weighting factor* No. %
Area 1: Blackheath etc 4,265 7 203 19.7 0.4036 82 7.9
Area 2: Katoomba etc 13,806 25 209 20.2 1.2689 265 25.7
Area 3: Lawson etc 7,123 13. 212 20.5 0.6454 137 13.3
Area 4: Springwood etc 14,872 27 204 19.8 1.4004 286 27.7
Area 5: Blaxland etc 13,659 25, 204 19.8 1.2862 262 25.4
Citywide 53,725 100 1032 100 1032 100

* Weighting is based on age and geographic distribution of population, as recorded in the 1996 Census.

The proportions and frequency counts in this repretbased on the weighted results. As
Table 3.2 illustrates, the actual number of respsndll be higher or lower than the
weighted response, depending on the proportiompfilation in each respondent’s

designated age and area sub-group. It should leel tloat the proportions and

frequencies do not always add exactly, due to rmgnich the weighted analysis.

Using weighted results means that, whilst largeughasub-samples have been achieved
to make statistically valid comparisons betweengtdups (i.e. n~200 for each sub-

group), all sub-groups will contribute to the Ciig\ result in proportion to their

characteristics.

BMCC Community Survey
Final Report, May 2001



3.6 ATTITUDE MEASUREMENT

In the first section of the survey, a series ofoARincil services and facilities were read
out to respondents. For each of the 43 attribuespondents were asked to give both an
importance and satisfaction rating. Results froaséhratings form the basis of the
analysis in section 4.1 of this report. The impoctand satisfaction rating scales used in
the survey are exhibited below.

Importance scale Satisfaction scale

1 = Not important 1 = Very dissatisfied
2. 2.

3... 3...

4 ... 4 ...

5 = Very important 5 = Very satisfied

Two other five-point scales were used in the suraayagreement scale and a priority
scale. These scales are exhibited below.

Agreement scale Priority scale

1 = Strongly disagree 1 = Very low priority
2. 2.

3. 3...

4 ... 4 ...

5 = Strongly agree 5 = Very high priority

For all four rating scales, those respondents vaubdcnot provide a rating, either
because the question did not apply to them or tlaglyno opinion, were coded as a non-
response (i.e. 6 = Can't say).

Results from these rating scales have generally pessented in two basic forms.
Firstly, the results have been collapsed into #iegoriedN/R (non-responsejow,
mediumandhigh. Secondly, the numeric values have been convertecamoverall

mean score out of five for each attribute measurad.mean score excludes non-
respondents.

BMCC Community Survey 7
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4 FINDINGS

4.1 COUNCIL SERVICES & FACILITIES

This section analyses the results for Questioreé @eiestionnaire in Appendix 2), which
asked respondents to rate the importance of 43&ejces and facilities, and then to rate
their satisfaction with Councils provision of thesvices and facilities.

The analysis is presented in three parts:

Section 4.1.1 presents the results in terms ointip@rtanceplaced on the services and
facilities by residents. Section 4.1.2 then asse€srincil performance in terms of
residentsatisfactionwith the provision of these services and facsitie

In the first two sections results for the 43 sezgiand facilities have been grouped
according tdkey service areasvhich were derived in survey planning workshopsihel
between Council management and IRIS.

Section 4.1.rioritizesthese services and facilities, in an attempt éwigle Council

with actionable information, which can be usedhe tuture to allocate resources and
make informed policy decisions.

Benchmark comparisons are left to Section 4.8.

BMCC Community Survey 8
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4.1.1 Importance ratings

Respondents were asked to rate the importancecbfafahe 43 council services and
facilities on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = ‘not orant’ and 5 = ‘very important’. Table
4.1 presents the results ranked in order of impeogdor each of council’s key service
areas.

TABLE 4.1 IMPORTANCE OF COUNCIL SERVICES & FACILITIES
Importance rating (%) Mean
Mediu | . .. importanc
. . N/ | Low High | e score
Service / facility m

(rank order in key service areas) R (1-2) (3) (4-5) (out of 5)

Recreation & open space

Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 0.6 4|5 9.9 85.0 4.4

=

Maintenance of swimming pools 19 7.2 8.1 82.8 4.3

Maintenance of lookouts & walking

trails 18| 56 10.4 | 82.2 4.3

Avalilability of parks & playgrounds 0% 9.2 13.2 .17 4.1

Availability of lookouts & walking

. 0.3] 99 14.9 74.9 4.1
trails

Maintenance of ovals & sporting

grounds 20| 151 18.2 | 64.§ 3.8

Provision of swimming pools 0.6 19 125 67.0 3.8

197]
o
\]

Provision of ovals & sporting ground 311 24144 .2 3.2

General community facilities

Library services 1.0 121 125 744 4.1
hallFS>rOV|S|on of community centres & | ;1 | 197| 202| 589 0

hallI\S/Ialntenance of communitycentres & , o | 9, | 177| 6994 36

Waste & community health services

Litter control 0.1 0.7 2.3 96.8 4.8

Garbage collection 0.5 1.9 3.7 939 4.7

BMCC Community Survey 9
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Street cleaning 0.7 24 5.1 917 4.6
Recycling 0.6 3.7 11.3] 844 44
Animal control 09| 5.2 125 818 4.3
Public amenities
brigzlcjjseg fire prevention & rural fire 03| 05 15 97 9 49
Clean creeks and waterways g2 04 1.2 98.3 4.9
Protection of natural bushland o1 13 4.0 94.6 4.7
Maintenance of public toilets 0.f 2.6 5.7 91.0 4.6
Bush regeneration 06 23 8.8 88.3 4.5
Parking for shoppers 0.2 39 6.9 89.0 45
Provision of public toilets 0.4 3.6 10.6 855 4.4
Weed control 0.4 45 9.4 856 4.4
Maintenance of commuter car parks 16 120 140 472. 4.0
Infrastructure & traffic services
Sealed road maintenance a2 29 6.9 89.8 45
Lighting of public areas 0.3 3.1 8.9 877 4.5
Pedestrian accessatshops& | 05| 20| 85 | 891 45
o o "™ 00| 36| as | oq 44
Maintenance of bus shelters 20 134 173 7.3 3.9
Unsealed road maintenance 2. 14.3 179 65.5 3.7
Availability of bus shelters 1.2 221 16.0 60.8 3.7
Planning & development services
S;g‘;;ﬁtr']?t?e':ca' employment 05| 38| 60 | 894 46
Managing residential development 416 9.0 84.8 4.5
Town centre & village atmosphere 06 41 10/0 854 4.4
bu”zirr(?;esctlon of heritage values & 03| 50 10.6 | 84.0 43

BMCC Community Survey
Final Report, May 2001
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Enhancing the built environment 19 56 18/6 78.8 4.1
Services for special needs groups

Facilities & services for people with a 10! 53 8.0 85.6 4.5

disability

Services & facilities for older people 09 5J 8.9 84,5 4.4
Youth services & facilities 1.1 7.0 7.4 845 4.4
Children’s services within the area 2.3 12.2 8.0 477 4.2

Council communication

Consultation with the community by

) 0.7| 34 9.6 86.3 4.4
Council

Information on Council services 0.2 6.3 13.9 79.7 4.2

Note: Refer to Appendix 3 for full breakdowns amélgsis of mean scores by community planning area.

Citywide results:
Mean importance scores ranged from 4.9 (high) 2q1i8oderate).
Attributes achieving high mean importance scoreewbush fire prevention and
rural fire brigades’ (4.9), ‘clean creeks and watgys’ (4.9), ‘litter control’ (4.8),
‘protection of natural bushland’ (4.7) and ‘garbagdection’ (4.7).
Attributes achieving relatively moderate mean int@oce scores were: ‘provision of
ovals and sporting grounds’ (3.2), ‘provision ofitmunity centres and halls’ (3.6),
‘availability of bus shelters’ (3.7), ‘provision sivimming pools’ (3.8), ‘maintenance
of ovals and sporting grounds’ (3.8) and ‘unseated] maintenance’ (3.9).
Older respondents (65+yrs) were more likely to aberscouncil services and
facilities highly important. On the contrary, yowrgespondents (16-24yrs) were less
likely to give council services and facilities ahiimportance rating.
Compared to males, females were more likely to gouencil services and facilities a
higher importance rating.

Community Planning Areas *

Area 1.

- had significantly higher importance scores for ‘unsealed road maintenance’, 'town centre and

village atmosphere’ and ‘enhancing the built environment’;
Area 2:

- had significantly higher importance scores for ‘availability of lookouts & walking trails’,

‘maintenance of lookouts & walking trails’, ‘recycling’ and ‘provision of public toilets’;

BMCC Community Survey 11
Final Report, May 2001



7

- had significantly lower mean importance scores for ‘maintenance of ovals & sporting
grounds’, ‘street cleaning’, ‘maintenance of commuter carparks’ and ‘children’s services

within the area’.
Area 3:

- had significantly higher importance scores for ‘provision of swimming pools’, ‘library services’,
‘provision of community centres & halls’, ‘unsealed road maintenance’ and ‘generating local

employment opportunities’.
Area 4:

- had significantly higher importance scores for ‘maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds’,

‘street cleaning’ and ‘children’s services within the area’;
- had a significantly lower mean importance score for ‘town centre & village atmosphere’.
Area 5:

- had significantly lower mean importance scores for ‘provision of swimming pools’, ‘availability
of lookouts & walking trails’, ‘maintenance of lookouts & walking trails’, ‘library services’,
‘provision of community centres & halls’, ‘recycling’, provision of public toilets’, unsealed road

maintenance’, ‘town & village atmosphere’ and ‘generating employment opportunities’.

* Refer to Appendix 3 for detail of mean importance scores by community planning area.
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4.1.2 Satisfaction ratings

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfactitmeach of the 43 council services and
facilities on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = ‘vergdditisfied’ and 5 = ‘very satisfied’. Table
4.2 presents the results ranked in order of satisfafor each of council’s key service
areas.

TABLE 4.2 SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL PROVISION OF SERVICES & FACILITIES

Satisfaction rating (%)

Low Hig Mean _
Mediu | h | satisfactio

Service / facility NR|(1- | (3) | (a- | nscore
(rank order in key service areas) 2) 5) | (outof5)
Recreation & open space
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 4.7 | 10.5 25.0 59.Y 3.8
Maintenance of swimming pools 1210 13.1 2311 51.7 3.6
Availability of parks & playgrounds 3.5 18 31.6 46.2 3.4
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 30 16.8 36.93.24 34
Provision of swimming pools 7.0 2111 25.3 46.6 34
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trailg 6.8 179355 | 40.3 3.3
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 92 196 36/035.3 3.2

[2)
[N

Maintenance of ovals & sporting ground 1.2 21.34.63| 32.8 3.2

General community facilities

Library services 74 | 16.2 252 | 511 3.6
Provision of community centres & halls 84 144 38| 38.9 3.4
rI\]/Iaallllgtenance of community centres & 128 12.2 381 | 37.0 3.4

Waste & community health services

Litter control 0.2 | 6.7 13.8 | 79.3 4.2
Street cleaning 0.9 22y 23.6 52.8 3.5
Recycling 16| 242 344 399 32
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Animal control 3.5| 28.6 31.2| 366 3.0
Garbage collection 0.5 30 33.1 357 3.0
Public amenities

Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 2.9 7.6 13.8 75.7 4.1
Protection of natural bushland 17 177 31/0 49.6 35
Maintenance of commuter car parks 58 165 346 244. 34
Bush regeneration 54 210 377y 359 3.2
Parking for shoppers 272 37.0 345 3.1
Clean creeks and waterways 59 343 364 23428
Weed control 36/ 41% 352 197 26
Provision of public toilets 3.1 453 31. 200 2.6
Maintenance of public toilets 4%5 474 311 1.0 25
Infrastructure & traffic services

;i?lﬁisetgan access at shops & community 1.3 9.9 335 55.3 36
;occi)lgggéhs around shops & community 04 | 123 323 | 551 a6
Lighting of public areas 21 190 422 36.7 3.3
Maintenance of bus shelters 715 20.0 359 36.53.2
Availability of bus shelters 7.7 246 343 333 31
Sealed road maintenance 07 37.6 36.3 25428
Unsealed road maintenance 93 318 406 [18.32.38
Planning & development services

Protection of heritage values & buildings 3.3 | 17.6 345 44.6 3.4
Town centre & village atmosphere 22. 33{7 425 3.3
Enhancing the built environment 31 229 44,1 298 3.1
Managing residential development 3 38.4 349 23427
Generating local employment 66| 438 31| 144
Services for special needs groups

Services & facilities for older people 11.4| 20.9 34.5 33.2 3.2
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Children’s services within the area 12.0 25%.6 31.381.2 3.1
F.acmt.lles & services for people with a 10.7| 295 358| 24
disability 2.9
Youth services & facilities 9.3 48.b 30.0 12. 2.4
Council communication

Information on Council services 2.3 26.6 34.6 36.1 3.1
Consu!tatlon with the community by 34| 399 342 | 22
Council 2.7

Note: Refer to Appendix 3 for full breakdowns am@lgsis of mean scores by community 9planning area.
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Citywide results:
Mean satisfaction scores ranged from 4.2 (higi?.4o(low).
Attributes achieving higher mean satisfaction ssavere:litter control’ (4.2), ‘bush
fire prevention and rural fire brigades’ (4.1), ‘aNability of lookouts and walking
trails’ (3.8), ‘maintenance of swimming pools’ (B.fedestrian access generally
around shops & community facilities’ (3.6), ‘footha around shops & community
centres’ (3.6) and ‘library services’ (3.6).
Attributes achieving relatively moderate mean $atison scores wereyouth
services & facilities’ (2.4), ‘maintenance of pubtoilets’ (2.5), ‘generating local
employment opportunities’ (2.5), ‘provision of piglibilets’ (2.6), ‘weed control’
(2.6) and ‘consultation with the community’ (2.7).
Satisfaction with the services and facilities gaiigrappears to be highest amongst
the 65+yrs age group, with this group achievinggaicantly higher mean score in
24 of the 43 attributes measured.
Conversely, satisfaction appeared to be lowestar36-49yrs age group, with this
group achieving a significantly lower score in ¥he 43 attributes measured.
Whilst there were some statistically significarfteliences in satisfaction ratings
between males and females, none appeared larggtetmbe of managerial
significance.

Community Planning Areas *:

Area 1:

- had significantly higher satisfaction scores for ‘maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds’,
'availability of parks & playgrounds’, ‘maintenance of parks & playgrounds’ and ‘provision of
public toilets’;

Area 2:
- had significantly higher satisfaction scores for ‘maintenance of swimming pools’;

- had significantly lower satisfaction scores for ‘garbage collection’, ‘recycling’, ‘maintenance of
public toilets’, ‘maintenance of commuter carparks’, ‘parking for shoppers’, ‘weed control’,
‘pedestrian access generally around shops & community facilities’, ‘enhancing the built
environment’, ‘children’s services within the area’, ‘services for older people’ and ‘services &
facilities for people with a disability’.

Area 3:

- had significantly higher satisfaction scores for ‘provision of community centres & halls' and

‘maintenance of community centres & halls’.
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- had significantly lower mean satisfaction scores for ‘provision of public toilets’, ‘availability of

parks & playgrounds’ and ‘maintenance of parks & playgrounds’.
Area 4:

- had significantly higher satisfaction scores for ‘library services’, ‘garbage collection’,
‘recycling’, ‘litter control’, ‘maintenance of commuter carparks’, ‘weed control’, availability of
bus shelters’, ‘pedestrian access generally around shops & community facilities’, enhancing
the built environment’, services & facilities for older people’ and ‘services & facilities for

people with a disability’;

- had significantly lower satisfaction scores for ‘maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds’,

‘provision of swimming pools’ and ‘maintenance of swimming pools’.
Area 5:

- had significantly higher satisfaction scores for ‘maintenance of public toilets’, parking for

shoppers’ and ‘children’s services within the area’;

- had significantly lower satisfaction scores for ‘library services’, ‘provision of community

centres & halls’, ‘litter control’ and ‘availability of bus shelters’.

* Refer to Appendix 3 for detail of mean satisfaction scores by community planning area.
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4.1.3 Prioritising services & facilities

Quadrant analysis

Quadrant analysis is a useful way of simultaneoasblyzing the stated importance a
service holds for residents against their satigfaawith the provision of that service. To
do this, mean satisfaction scores are plotted agaean importance scores for each
council service or facility. In order to form theaprants (or opportunity matrix) that
separate higher and lower level priority servicesbined mean importance and
satisfaction scores were calculated for the esgteof 43 council services and facilities.
These scores were:

Importance score = 4.3
Satisfaction score = 3.1

Thus, for example, services or facilities with aamémportance score of less than 4.3
(i.e. a score lower than the overall mean impogauore), were classified as having
‘lower’ importance. Conversely, services or fa@lt with a mean score above 4.3 were
classified as having ‘higher’ importance.

The results of the quadrant analysis are displayda@ble 4.3. Each of the four quadrants
has a specific interpretation:

1. The upper right quadrant (high importance and high satisfaction) represents current council

service strengths.

2. The upper left quadrant (high importance but relatively lower satisfaction) denotes services

where satisfaction should be improved.

3. The lower left quadrant (relatively lower importance and relatively lower satisfaction)
represents lower priority services.

4. The lower right quadrant (relatively lower importance and high satisfaction) is often interpreted

as representing ‘overkill’ services where effort exceeds expectations.

The attributes in thapper left quadrantare all candidates for immediate attention.
Residents placed a high importance on these atsthut also reported relatively lower
satisfaction.
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TABLE 4.3 CPPORTUNITIES MATRIX FOR COUNCIL SERVICE& FACILITIES

2. HIGHER IMPORTANCE 1. HIGHER IMPORTANCE

LOWER SATISFACTION HIGHER SATISFACTION

Clean creeks and waterways Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigade$

Youth services & facilities Litter control

Managing residential development Protection of natural bushland

Maintenance of public toilets Street cleaning

Provision of public toilets Lighting of public areas

Generating local employment Bush regeneration

opportunities Pedestrian access at shops & community

Sealed road maintenance facilities

Parking for shoppers Footpaths around shops & community

Facilities & services for people facilities

with a disability Services & facilities for older people

Consultation with the community Town centre & village atmosphere

by Council Recycling

Weed control Maintenance of parks & playgrounds

Garbage collection Maintenance of swimming pools

Animal control Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails
Protection of heritage values & building$

3. LOWER IMPORTANCE 4. LOWER IMPORTANCE

LOWER SATISFACTION HIGHER SATISFACTION

Children’s services within the arga  Availability of parks & playgrounds

Information of Council services Library services

Enhancing the built environment Availability of lookouts & walking trails

Unsealed road maintenance Maintenance of commuter carparks

Availability of bus shelters Maintenance of community centres &
halls
Maintenance of bus shelters
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds
Provision of swimming pools
Provision of community centres & halls
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds
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Gap analysis
Despite its usefulness, quadrant analysis is wot@plete priority assessment tool. For

example, it does not explicitly identify the gapgvweeen importance and satisfaction. It is
possible that a large gap could exist between itapoe and satisfaction, even though a
service or facility appeared in the *high importarand high satisfaction’ quadrant.
Consequently, gap analysis was used as the seocomabaent in analyzing these results.
Gap measures are calculated by subtracting the saefaction score from the mean
importance score for each attribute. Usually, #rgér the gap between importance and
satisfaction, the larger the gap between Coungédisormance in provision of a service
and residents’ expectations.

The gaps between mean importance and mean satsfémt each Council service and
facility is presented in Table 4.4.
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TABLE 4.4 FERFORMANCE GAPS FORCOUNCIL SERVICES& FACILITIES

Council services & facilities Importance | Satisfaction | Performance | Priority
score score Gap level
Maintenance of public toilets 4.61 2.52 2.09 1
Clean creeks and waterways 4.85 2.81 2.04 1
Generating local employment opportunities 4.57 2.54 2.03 1
Youth services & facilities 4.38 241 1.97 1
Provision of public toilets 4.43 2.62 1.81 1
Weed control 4.42 2.63 1.79 1
Sealed road maintenance 4.53 2.79 1.74 1
Consultation with the community by Council 4.43 2.6 1.74 1
Managing residential development 4.45 2.74 1.70 1
Garbage collection 4.69 3.03 1.66 1
Facilities & services for people with a disability 4.46 2.88 1.57 1
Parking for shoppers 4.50 3.08 1.41 1
Bush regeneration 4.52 3.22 1.30 1
Lighting of public areas 4.53 3.25 1.28 1
Services & facilities for older people 4.42 3.15 1.26 1
Protection of natural bushland 4.73 3.47 1.26 1
Recycling 4.39 3.15 1.23 1
Animal control 4.32 3.10 1.22 1
Children’s services within the area 4.22 3.06 1.16 2
Street cleaning 4.64 3.51 1.13 2
Unsealed road maintenance 3.87 2.75 1.12 2
Town centre & village atmosphere 4.40 3.28 1.12 2
Information on Council services 4.19 3.10 1.10 2
Enhancing the built environment 4.09 3.07 1.02 2
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 4.33 3.33 1.00 2
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 4.36 3.38 0.98 2
Protection of heritage values & buildings 4.33 3.36 0.97 2
Pedestrian access around shopping & communityitfesil 4.50 3.62 0.88 2
Footpaths around shopping centres & communityifass| 4.44 3.60 0.84 3
Availability of parks & playgrounds 4.13 3.38 0.75 3
Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 4.88 4.1 0.74 3
Maintenance of swimming pools 4.34 3.63 0.71 3
Maintenance of bus shelters 3.89 3.21 0.68 3
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 3.80 3.17 0.63 3
Maintenance of community centres & community halls 3.98 3.37 0.62 3
Litter control 4.80 4.19 0.61 3
Maintenance of commuter car parks 4.03 3.43 0.61 3
Availability of bus shelters 3.68 3.11 0.57 3
Library services 4.13 3.59 0.54 3
Provision of swimming pools 3.79 3.37 0.42 3
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 4.09 3.75 0.34 3
Provision of community centres & community halls 648. 3.37 0.27 3
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 3.22 3.24 -0.01 3
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Combined priority ranking

By combining the results of the quadrant and gap analyses, priority scores have been developed
for the 43 council services and facilities measured. Table 4.5 lists the services and facilities in
rank order (based on the priority scores) and also highlights those services and facilities identified

as high priorities in both the quadrant and gap analyses.

Priority scores were calculated by multiplying the average performance gap by a ‘priority factor’ of
between 1 and 4. The factor was based on the quadrant assigned to each attribute in the
opportunity matrix in Section 4.1.1. For example, an attribute that achieved a low importance
score and a low satisfaction score (i.e. bottom left quadrant) was given a factor of 1, to account
for its apparent lower priority. Conversely, an attribute with a high importance score and a low
satisfaction score (i.e. top left quadrant) was given a factor of 4, to account for its apparent higher

priority.

The resultant score enables each service or facility to be given a priority ranking, based on a
figure that has been weighted by that attributes relative importance and by the magnitude and

direction of any performance gap.

It should be noted that these scores are indicative only and should be used with relative caution.
Whilst they are useful in giving an idea of council's overall priorities, they are by no means an
exact measure. As with both the quadrant and gap analyses, factors such as sampling error can

have a significant effect on the score achieved by each service or facility.
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TABLE 4.5 FRIORITY RANKINGS FORALL COUNCIL SERVICES& FACILITIES
IDENTIFIED AS HIGH
PRIORITY
Quadrant Gap
Priorty - o mporanecion | laoe | PO
ranking | Service / facility satisfaction) performance gap) | SCOre
1 Maintenance of public toilets X X 8.37
2 Clean creeks and waterways X X 8.17
3 Generating local employment opportunities X X 8.12
4 Youth services & facilities X X 7.89
5 Provision of public toilets X X 7.22
6 Weed control X X 7.17
7 Sealed road maintenance X X 6.97
8 Consultation with the community X X 6.96
9 Managing residential development X X 6.82
10 Garbage collection X X 6.63
11 Facilities & services for people with a disability X X 6.30
12 Parking for shoppers X X 5.66
13 Animal control X X 4.90
14 Bush regeneration X 3.90
15 Lighting of public areas X 3.84
16 Services & facilities for older people X 3.79
17 Protection of natural bushland X 3.78
18 Recycling X 3.70
19 Street cleaning 3.40
20 Town centre & village atmosphere 3.36
21 Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 3.01
22 Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 2.94
23 Protection of heritage values & buildings 291
24 Pedestrian access to shopping centres & commuattities 2.64
25 Footpaths around shopping centres & communityifass| 2.52
26 Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 2.23
27 Maintenance of swimming pools 2.13
28 Litter control 1.84
29 Availability of parks & playgrounds 1.50
30 Maintenance of bus shelters 1.36
31 Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 1.25
32 Maintenance of community centres & community halls 1.23
33 Maintenance of commuter carparks 1.22
34 Children’s services within the area 1.16
35 Unsealed road maintenance 1.12
36 Information on Council services 1.10
37 Library services 1.08
38 Enhancing the built environment 1.02
39 Provision of swimming pools 0.83
40 Availability of lookouts & walking trails 0.68
41 Availability of bus shelters 0.57
42 Provision of community centres & community halls 0.54
43 Provision of ovals & sporting grounds -0.03
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4.2 OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL PERFORMANCE

At the end of the first section of the survey, muents were asked to rate the overall
performance of Blue Mountains City Council. Theulesare provided by thematic
groupings in Table 4.6 below.

TABLE 4.6 OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL PERFORMANCE
Satisfaction rating
Mean score
Low (1-2) Medium (3) High (4-5) (out of 5)
Area
1 Blackheath etc 18.3% 46.3% 35.4% 3.1
2 Katoomba etc 26.7% 45.1% 28.2% 3.0
3 Lawson etc 26.5% 43.4% 30.1% 3.0
4 Springwood etc 23.8% 42.3% 33.9% 3.1
5 Blaxland etc 16.8% 50.8% 32.4% 3.2
Age group
16-24 15.6% 47.4% 37.0% 3.2
25-34 20.1% 46.0% 33.9% 3.1
35-49 29.1% 50.3% 20.6% 2.9
50-64 24.3% 45.0% 30.7% 3.0
65+ 17.1% 35.3% 47.6% 3.4
Gender
Males 26.5% 40.7% 32.9% 3.0
Females 19.4% 50.1% 30.5% 3.1
Citywide total 22.7% 45.6% 31.7% 3.1

Note: Detailed results are provided in Appendix 3.

The overall mean score of 3.1 suggests communiisfaetion with Council
performance is in the moderate range.

There was no statistically significant differennenean satisfaction scores between
community planning areas or between males and &smnal

The ‘65+yrs’ age group was found to have a sigaiftty higher satisfaction score
than the overall mean (with 47.6% rating theirgatition in the high range).
However, the ‘35-49yrs’ age group exhibited a digantly lower mean score (only
20.6% rating satisfaction in the high range).

In an attempt to uncover the source of major disisation with Council performance, an
open-ended question was asked of those responslkatsated their satisfaction with
Council’s overall performance as ‘1 — very disda®. These respondents were asked to
briefly explain why they were dissatisfied. Thepesses to this question have been
categorized and presented in Table 4.7.
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TABLE 4.7 REASONS FOR SEVERE DISSATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL PERFORMANCE

Community Planning Areas

(Frequency)
Reason 1 2 3 4 5 Citywide
Poor provision of facilities & services 12 5 4 24
Council staff rude/arrogant/poor service 6 2 14
Not looking after interests of community as a whole 0 2 1 6 1 10
Council uncooperative 1 2 2 1 3 9
Bureaucratic 0 4 0 1 0 5
Total 5 26 10 9 12 62

Note: A full list of verbatim responses is providadAppendix 3.

42% of those respondents who were ‘very dissatisfied’ with council’s overall performance

came from Area 2.

39% of all responses related to poor provision of facilities and services, 23% to council staff

issues and 16% to perceived inequities in council’s treatment of different community groups.
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4.3 COUNCIL STAFF PERFORMANCE

The second section of the survey sought to meassigent perceptions of, and
satisfaction with, council staff performance.

A key component of this section of the survey veatest whether there was any
significant differences in perceptions and satiséacbetween residents who had
experienced a recent interaction with council stafiring the last 12 months) and those
who had not.

To form the two groups for testing, respondentsevassked whether or not they had an
interaction with council staff at any time durifgetpast 12 months. A total of 617
respondents (or 60% of the sample) answered ‘wetti,the remaining 415 answered
‘no’.

Respondents who answered ‘yes’ were then askedwdsathe main reason for their last
encounter with council staff. Figure 4.1 gives aakdown of results for this question.

FIGURE 4.1 WHAT WAS THE MAIN REASON FOR YOUR LAST ENCOUNTER WITH COUNCIL STAFF?
% of encounters

0 5 10 15 20 25

Building application or related matter
General information inquiry

Making a complaint

Pay a bill

Request for assistance

General business / council meeting
Animal registration

Inspection / maintenance services
Work related

Permits / licenses

Recycling / waste management
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Both sets of respondents were asked to rate et bf agreement with two statements,
which related to the customer service providedesidents by council staff. Table 4.8
outlines the results.

TABLE 4.8 PERCEPTIONS OF COUNCIL STAFF SERVICE
Agreement Ratings
Agree Neutral Disagree Mean score
(4-5) ) 1-2) (out of 5)
Had No Had No Had No No
encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte Had encounte
Statement
r r r r r r encounter r
Council staff are generally o o o o o o
courteous & friendly 72.8% 57.2% 15.8% 32.9% 11.4% 9.9% 4.0 3.7
Council staff generally deal
with people quickly & 54.7% 33.6% 20.8% 40.0% 24.5% 26.4% 3.5 3.1
efficiently

Note: Detailed results are provided in Appendix 3.

The most salient points to emerge from this table are:

There was evidence of a difference in perceptions of council staff service between those who
had, and those who had not had a recent interaction. Specifically, those who had
experienced an interaction with council staff were more likely to have a favourable impression

of their performance.

Nearly three quarters (72.8%) of those residents who had an encounter with council staff
agreed that they were courteous and helpful (compared to 57.2% of those residents who had

not had an encounter).

Whilst fewer people agreed that council staff dealt with people quickly and efficiently, there
was still a significant difference between those who had and those who had not had a council
staff encounter. Over half (54.7%) of respondents who had interacted with council staff
agreed that they were quick and efficient (compared to 33.6% of those who had not had an

encounter).

Both sets of respondents were finally asked to rate their level of satisfaction with the overall

performance of council staff.

BMCC Community Survey 27
Final Report, May 2001



7

Again, as Table 4.9 shows, there was a significant difference in perceptions between those who

had interacted with staff and those who had not. People having experienced an interaction with

council staff were more likely to be satisfied with the overall performance of council staff.

Over half (54.7%) of those who had a service encounter with council staff rated their level of

satisfaction in the high range, compared to 41.5% of those who had no encounter.

TABLE 4.9 SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL STAFF PERFORMANCE

Satisfaction Ratings

Low Medium High Mean score
1-2) (3) (4-5) (out of 5)
Had No Had No Had No No
encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte| encounte Had encounte
r r r r r r encounter r
How satisfied are you with
17.4% 13.4% 27.9% 45.1% 54.7% 41.5% 3.5 3.3
the overall performance of
Council staff?

Note: Detailed results are provided in Appendix 3.
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4.4 MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE COMMUNITY

As in the previous two community surveys, respoiglerere asked to nominate the
major issue of concern to them, both for the Blusuktains as a whole and for their
local area. This section provides a summary oflagr issues mentioned by
respondents for Questions 6 & 7 (see Appendix 2).

4.4.1 City-wide Issues

Table 4.10 lists the major citywide issues raisgddsidents. Only 7% of respondents
could not state an issue of concern. Of the remgifiB% that did raise an issue,
development control, nature preservation, youtlbl@ms and roads were the most
common issues mentioned.

Whilst some contrary sentiment does exist, thengest theme appears to be that
residents are weary of losing the unique lifestgkgures that attract people (residents &
visitors) to the Blue Mountains. Residents areftéaf overdevelopment and the
negative impacts such a phenomenon might haveeobatance between community and
the unique natural environment.

A full listing of verbatim responses are provided in a separate reference document.
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TABLE 4.10 MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR THE BLUE MOUNTAINS

ISSUE (% of respondents) TYPICAL COMMENTS

Development control (27.5%) Too much development

Overdevelopment of housing
Need to preserve village atmosphere
Becoming overcrowded/overpopulated

Too many restrictions on development

Nature preservation (14.6%) Need to conserve natural assets
Need to maintain natural atmosphere
Development taking over nature

Youth issues (12.6%) Lack of youth facilities

Youth boredom

Need to get youth off the street

Need youth programs

Recreation areas for teenagers eg skate park
Lack of employment opportunities for youth

Roads / traffic (9.6%) Increased traffic/congestion
State of the roads/highway
Upgrading roads/highway

Unemployment (4.6%) Unemployment
Lack of local employment opportunities
Unemployment and youth

Crime issues (4.3%) High crime rate

Vandalism & graffiti a real problem
Drugs and alcohol

No police on the streets

Bushfires (3.9%) Bushfire prevention
Bushfire control

Need more backburning
Bush fires

General community facilities & services (3.0%) Need more recreational facilities
Not enough shops

Need better disabled access
Health services and facilities
More aged care / nursing homes

Public transport (2.5%) Poor service (limited, late etc)
Expensive for commuters
Not enough buses or trains

Council Issues (2.3%) Poor allocation of funds
Lack of communication with residents
Not looking out for the interests of the whole coumity

Tourism issues (1.7%) Detrimental effect on the natural environment
Keep improving tourism image & infrastructure

Waste management (1.4%) Need to upgrade sewerage system
Water quality
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Garbage collection
Recycling

Airport/Badgery’s Creek Airport (1.3%)

Badgery's Creek Airport

Attitude of people/values (1.0%)

Too many Greenies
Minority groups taking over community
Declining community atmosphere

Maintaining atmosphere (1.0%)

Maintaining village atmosphere
Promoting cultural heritage

Pollution (0.4%)

Pollution
Pollution generated by highway on weekends

BMCC Community Survey
Final Report, May 2001

31




7

4.4.2 Local Issues

Table 4.11 lists the major local issues raiseddsydents. Of all respondents, 15% could
not state an issue of concern. Of the remaining 868éspondents that did raise an issue,
roads and pedestrian access, development conirok and youth problems were the
most common issues mentioned.

A full listing of verbatim responses are provided in a separate reference document.

TABLE 4.11 MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN AT LOCAL AREA LEVEL

ISSUE (% of respondents)

TYPICAL COMMENTS

Roads / traffic (18.9%)

Poor quality of roads

Highway is dangerous / needs upgrading
Not enough street lights

Traffic congestion

No footpaths or guttering at roadside

Development control (13.2%)

Overdevelopment

Not maintaining character of area
Overcrowding / too many people
Losing natural bushland to houses
Inappropriate development

Crime issues (13.1%)

Vandalism & graffiti

Alcohol and drug use on the increase
Crime rate increasing

Lack of police resources

Youth issues (10.7%)

Youth boredom, not enough to do
Loitering teenagers

No entertainment for youth

Youth unemployment

Need more recreational facilities

General community facilities & services (5.9%)

Lack of disability services/facilities
Lack of shopping facilities

Lack of entertainment facilities
Need more recreational facilities

Nature preservation (4.9%)

Protection of bushland
Need to look after natural environment

Waste management (3.5%)

Improve sewerage system
More recycling
Storm water drains need upgrading

Bushfires (3.3%)

Fire prevention
Bush fire safety
More burning off

Public transport (2.2%)

Poor public transport access
Need more bus shelters

Animal control (2.0%)

Stray animals
Control of dogs and cats

Unemployment (1.7%)

Lack of employment
Closure of local shops

Maintaining atmosphere (1.1%)

Maintaining character of the community
Maintaining good village atmosphere

Council issues (1.0%)

Lack of consultation with community
Lack of enforcement with planning codes
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4.5 LIVING IN THE BLUE MOUNTAINS

As part of the process of developing the City gt it was seen as necessary to explore
resident perceptions of what the Blue Mountairl&kesas a place to live and what values
and character traits are shared by its communaythis end, Questions 5 and 8 (see
Appendix 2) of the questionnaire were designedaia gn insight into residents’

thoughts about the community and the people oBthe Mountains.

45.1 Lifestyle
Questions 5a and 5b asked respondents what thead/‘hkost’ and ‘least’ about living in
the Blue Mountains. The results are displayed gufés 4.2 and 4.3.

FIGURE 4.2 WHAT DO YOU LIKE ‘MOST’ ABOUT LIVING IN THE BLUE MOUNTAINS?

% of adult population

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

Natural beauty / mountains / scenery
Bushland setting

Peace & quiet / tranquility / low crime
Clean/fresh air / No pollution
Atmosphere / Village atmosphere
Not crowded / open spaces

Climate

Away from Sydney

Sense of community

Friendly people

Family life

Convenience

Affordable living

Other - misc

Couldn't say

Note: Detailed results are provided in Apperlix
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FIGURE 4.3 WHAT DO YOU LIKE ‘LEAST’ ABOUT LIVING IN THE BLUE MOUNTAINS?

0.0

Lack of shopping & entertainment facilities
Public transport

Isolation

Overdevelopment

Cold weather

Traffic & parking conditions

Council / rates

Great Western Highway / Highway

Bush fires

Crime issues (vandalism/drugs/no police)
Commuting to Sydney

Lack of community services (elderly/health etc)
Social issues (cost of living/jobs etc)

Lack of infrastructure

Attitude of people

Tourists

Lack of care for the environment
Non-native trees / palm trees

Animal control

Other - misc

Couldn't say

Note: Detailed results are provided in Appendix 3.

% of adult population

2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0 14.0 16.0 18.0

From figures 4.2 and 4.3 we find that:
Not surprisingly, the things people like most ablowing in the Blue Mountains
generally relate to its unique natural settingssenf space and relaxed lifestyle.
The things people like least about living in thea@Mountains generally relate to a
lack of services and facilities, social issues pateptions of overdevelopment.
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4.5.2 Community Identity

Question 8 of the survey (see Appendix 2) souglkeifmore the community identity of
the Blue Mountains. Respondents were asked totgree words that they thought
described the communities that make up the Blueritons.
Figure 4.4 presents the full range of responsethfsrquestion. Descriptions were
grouped according to whether they were ‘posititreggative’ or ‘neutral’.
The results show that:
In general, residents are very positive about tb@nmunity and its people. Nearly
two-thirds of all recorded responses (62%) wersaifpee’ descriptions. Of the
remaining responses, 33% were ‘neutral’ descrigtenmd only 5% were ‘negative’
descriptions.
Descriptions of positive character traits were cammi3% of respondents described
the people of the Blue Mountains as “friendly” @ourteous”. Other positive
character descriptions included “caring” (18.6%appy” (5.4%), “nice” (4.8%) and
“honest” (1%).
Community spirit also seemed to come to the fotéb bf respondents described the
people of the Blue Mountains as “community-mindemhjlst other similar
descriptions included “close-knit” (8.9%) and “hiell) (8.3%).
Many people saw the many communities that makéeBtue Mountains as “multi-
cultural” or “diverse” (25.2%). Other significanbmmunity descriptives included
“environmentally aware” (19.9%), “elderly” or “reéid” (16.6%), “alternative”
(12.2%) and “relaxed” (10.8%).
Negative descriptions were not prominent, but idetli“selfish” (3.2%), “arrogant”
(2.8%), “feral” (2.6%) and “boring” (0.8%).
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FIGURE 4.4 TOP-OF-MIND DESCRIPTIONS OF BLUE MOUNTAINS COMMUNITY
POSITIVE NEUTRAL
DESCRIPTIONS DESCRIPTIONS
% of .. % of

Description sample Description sample
Friendly / courteous 431 Multi-cultural / diverse 25.2
Environmentally aware 19.9 Elderly / retired 16.6
Caring 18.6 Alternative 12.2
Community-minded 11.0 BLUE Working class / poor 4.5
Easy-goirjg / relaxed 10.4 MOUNTIANS Conservative / not extreme 4.1
Close-knit 8.9 Young 3.8
Family oriented 8.4 COMMUNITY Upper class 3.4
Helpful 8.3 Commuters 2.7
Creative 7.1 Middle class 2.6
Peaceful 5.6 Educated 2.4
Happy 54 Professional 22
Nice 4.8 - - -
Active 4.3
Positive / enthusiastic 2.2 NEGATIVE
Adaptable 1.0 DESCRIPTIONS
Honest 1.0 % of

Description sample

Selfish 3.2

Opinionated / arrogant 2.8

Ferals 2.6

Boring 0.8

Note: This was a multiple response question. Ak,ghe sum of all responses will be well in exaésE0% of the sample.
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4.6 LONG TERM PLANNING PRIORITIES

Respondents were asked to prioritize the importaheenumber of areas that Council is
looking to focus on in order to improve the comntymver the next 20 years (refer to
Q9 in Appendix 3). In all, there were 13 areasoaius and respondents were asked to
give each a priority rating on a scale where 1 iy \@w priority for council and 5 = very
high priority for council. In order to reduce regsge bias, the 13 areas under
measurement were presented in a randomized bldik.nfeant that there was no
guestion ordering bias possible, as each attribadean equal chance of being asked
early or late in the block.

4.6.1 Citywide Results

TABLE 4.12 RESIDENT PERCEPTIONS OF COUNCIL'S LONG TERM PRIORITIES
Priority Rating
Cant | o Medium High Mean score
sa
N BB @3) (4-5) (out of 5)
Protecting the National Park & bushland 0.3% 1.7% 4.2% 93.8% 4.7
Promoting local employment 0.3% 4.1% 9.5% 86.1% 4.4
Increasing community safety 0.4% 5.0% 12.3% 82.3% s
Improving public transport 0.4% 4.6% 14.5% 80.5% 4.3
Improving local roads 0.1% 5.6% 15.7% 78.5% 4.2
Building a sense of community 0.7% 5.5% 17.9% 75.9% 4.2
Improving highway transport 2.0% 9.8% 18.0% 70.2% 4.1
Enhancing village atmosphere 0.6% 7.0% 22.2% 70.2% 4.0
Encouraging service businesses to set up in the| 0.9% 22.5% 67.3% 3.9
Blue Mountains 9.3%
Promoting opportunities for fithess & sporting 0.6% 8.5% 21.8% 69.1% 3.9
activities
Promoting cultural activities 0.3% 12.4% 27.1% 60.2% 3.7
Increasing the range of housing available at 1.4% 29.7% 29.0% 39.9% 3.2
different costs
Encouraging manufacturing businesses to set up i0.6% 42.6% 23.4% 33.4% 2.9
the Blue Mountains

The vast majority (93%) of respondents rated “prtod@ of the National Park &
bushland” as a high priority for council.
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City residents see other high priority areas farrmml as being “promoting local
employment” (86.1%), “increasing community safe®2.3%), “improving public
transport” (80.5%) and “improving local roads” (3%).

Residents saw “encouraging manufacturing busindesest up in the Blue
Mountains” and “increasing the range of housinglalbée at different costs” as
relatively lower priorities.

4.6.2 Community Planning Area Comparisons

TABLE 4.13 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN COMMUNITY PLANNING AREAS

Mean priority score (Out of 5)

Sig.
Community Planning Areas difference

o b/w

lssue 1 2 3 4 5 Clty;NId groups*
Protecting the National Park & bushland 4.65 4.64 4.75 4.71 477 471 No
Promoting local employment 4.49 448 454 444 4.30 4.43 es
Increasing community safety 4.25 424 454 437 4.35 4.35 Yes
Improving public transport 431 4.28 4.44 4.37 430 433 No
Improving local roads 4.18 415 445 4.29 4.16 4.23 Yes
Building a sense of community 4.14 4.25 4.29 4.11 .094 417 No
Improving highway transport 410 3.95 443 4.08 3.99 4.07 Yes
Enhancing village atmosphere 4.08 4.09 4.17 393953 4.02 No
Encouraging service businesses to set up in ttze are 4.01 399 410 395 3.76 3.94 Yes
Promoting opportunities for fithess & sporting aittes 3.83 3.82 3.97 4.01 40z 3.94 No
Promoting cultural activities 3.74 3.86 3.79 356 3.70 3.72 Yes
Increasing the range of housing available at déffecosts 3.28 324 3.38 3.00 3.06 3.15 es
Encouraging manufacturing businesses to set Upeiatea 2.87 3.03 327 282 263 2.89 Yes

Note: Scores that are highlighted in bold anddsaihdicate areas that had statistically signifiadifferences from other groups in
terms of the strength of their opinions.

Table 4.13 shows that:
There was no statistically significant differenagvieeen areas, in terms of the priority
given to the following issues:
- Protecting the National Park and bushland
- Improving public transport

BMCC Community Survey 38
Final Report, May 2001



7

- Building a sense of community

- Enhancing village atmosphere

- Promoting opportunities for fithess and sportingvaites
Respondents from CPA 1 (Blackheath & surroundsjraxd a significantly higher
priority rating than other areas fimcreasing the range of housing available at
different costs
Respondents from CPA 2 (Katoomba & surrounds) ceEmba significantly higher
priority rating than other areas fpromoting cultural activities
Respondents from CPA 3 (Lawson & surrounds) reabsignificantly higher
priority ratings than other areas for 7 of the 4sues, including:

- Promoting local employment

- Increasing community safety

- Improving local roads

- Improving highway transport

- Encouraging service businesses to set up in the are

- Increasing the range of housing available at dgfgrcosts

Encouraging manufacturing businesses to set uparatea

Respondents from CPA 4 (Springwood & surroundsynaed a significantly lower
priority rating than other areas fimcreasing the range of housing available at
different costandpromoting cultural activities
Respondents from CPA 5 (Blaxland & surrounds) réedra significantly lower
priority rating than other areas fencouraging service businesses to set up in the
areaandencouraging manufacturing businesses to set updratea

4.6.3 Other Priority Issues

Respondents were also asked if there were any isthezs that they saw as a high
priority for council. The results are presented able 4.14.
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TABLE 4.14 ARE THERE ANY OTHER ISSUES YOU SEE AS BEING A HIGH PRIORITY FOR COUNCIL OVER
THE NEXT 20 YEARS?

“Other” future planning issues Frequency Proportion of Sample
Youth boredom 86 8.3%
Overdevelopment 70 6.8%
Council performance 65 6.3%
Road & pedestrian access 48 4.7%
Improving community facilities 39 3.8%
Waste management 29 2.8%
Protection of the natural environment 28 2.7%
Beautification of town / improve infrastructure 23 2.3%
Crime issues 23 2.2%
Tourist development 20 1.9%
Improving community services 20 1.9%
Community consultation & involvement 16 1.5%
Transport links 15 1.5%
Economic growth / unemployment 14 1.3%
Bush fires 12 1.2%
Other misc. 11 1.1%
Animal control 6 0.6%
Attention to cultural diversity 6 0.6%
Weed control 3 0.3%
Nothing 499 48.3%
Total 1032 100%
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4.7 MiX OF COMMUNITY, ENVIRONMENT & BUSINESS

The final question in the survey, Question 10, by measure resident views on of the
mix of community, environment and business needeaddke the Blue Mountains the
best place it could be over the next 20 years. &edgnts were read a list of seven key
aspects of the Blue Mountains community and asketby thought that aspect was too
low, too high or about right for the Blue Mountains

4.7.1 Citywide

TABLE 4.15 ASPECTS OF LIFE IN THE BLUE MOUNTAINS
CURRENT BALANCE
Can't say Too low Too high About right
The number of people living here is ... 0.7% 6.4% 10.8% 82.1%
The number of bushland areas is ... 0.4% 16.5% 2.8% 80.3%
The number of houses is ... 0.8% 7.1% 17.4% 74.7%
The level of tourist development is ... 0.6% 26.0% 12.1% 61.3%
The level of industry is ... 3.1% 34.2% 6.0% 56.8%
The level of retail development is ... 0.3% 37.8% 5.5% 56.3%
The number of recreational facilities is ... 1.6% 57.6% 0.8% 40.0%

From Table 4.15 we find that:

The vast majority of people (82.1%) feel that the number of people living in the Blue

Mountains is ‘about right’. Only 6.4% of respondents felt it is ‘too low’.

It is clear that residents would not tolerate the loss of any more bushland areas, as 80.3% felt
that the current number of bushland areas was ‘about right’, and a further 16.5% felt it was

‘too low’.

Significantly, 17.4% of people felt that the number of houses in the area was already ‘too
high’.

Over half of all respondents (57.6%) felt that the number of recreation facilities was ‘too low’.
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4.7.2 Community Planning Area Comparisons

TABLE 4.16 RETAIL DEVELOPMENT - AREA COMPARISONS
RETAIL DEVELOPMENT IS ...
Planning area Too low Too high About right
1 Blackheath & surrounds 42% 4% 54%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 43% 6% 51%
3 Lawson & surrounds 520 5% 43%
4 Springwood & surrounds 36% 7% 57%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 27% 4% 69%
Citywide 38% 6% 56%

People from CPA 3 (Lawson & surrounds) are more likely than people from other areas to

feel that the level of retail development in their area is 'too low'.

Conversely, results suggest that the vast majority of people in Blaxland feel that the level of

retail development is 'about right'.

TABLE 4.16 TOURIST DEVELOPMENT - AREA COMPARISONS
Planning area TOURIST DEVELOPMENT IS ...
Too low Too high About right

1 Blackheath & surrounds 24% 16% 60%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 22% 16% 62%
3 Lawson & surrounds 28% 10% 62%
4 Springwood & surrounds 29% 7% 63%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 26% 13% 61%
Citywide 26% 12% 62%

There was no statistically significant difference between areas in relation to the level of tourist
development. Approximately 2 in 3 people across all 5 CPAs felt that tourism development

was 'about right'.
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TABLE 4.17 INDUSTRY - AREA COMPARISONS

) THE LEVEL OF INDUSTRY IS ...
Planning area
Too low Too high About right

1 Blackheath & surrounds 36% 9% 55%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 40% 7% 53%
3 Lawson & surrounds 41% 1% 55%
4 Springwood & surrounds 36% 5% 59%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 26% 8% 66%
Citywide 35% 6% 58%

A significantly higher proportion of people from CPA 5 (Blaxland & surrounds) felt that the

level of industry in their area was 'about right'.

TABLE 4.18 POPULATION - AREA COMPARISONS
Planning area THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE LIVING HERE IS ...
Too low Too high About right
1 Blackheath & surrounds 7% 7% 85%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 6% 11% 84%
3 Lawson & surrounds 7% 8% 85%
4 Springwood & surrounds 7% 12% 80%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 6% 12% 82%
Citywide 6% 11% 83%

There was no statistically significant difference between areas in relation to the number of

people living in their area. Approximately 4 in 5 people across all 5 CPAs felt the number of

people living in their area is ‘about right'.
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TABLE 4.19 HOUSING - AREA COMPARISONS
) THE NUMBER OF HOUSES IS ...
Planning area
Too low Too high About right

1 Blackheath & surrounds 10% 17% 73%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 8% 16% 75%
3 Lawson & surrounds 7% 15% 78%
4 Springwood & surrounds 7% 21% 72%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 5% 16% 78%
Citywide 7% 17% 75%

There was no statistically significant difference between areas in relation to the number of
houses in their area. Approximately 3 in 4 people across all 5 CPAs felt the number of

houses in their area is ‘about right'.

TABLE 4.20 BUSHLAND - AREA COMPARISONS
Planning area THE NUMBER OF BUSHLAND AREAS IS ...
Too low Too high About right
1 Blackheath & surrounds 18% 5% 78%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 16% 2% 82%
3 Lawson & surrounds 14% 2% 84%
4 Springwood & surrounds 14% 2% 84%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 21% 4% 75%
Citywide 17% 3% 81%

There was no statistically significant difference between areas in relation to the number of

bushland areas. Approximately 4 in 5 people across all 5 CPAs felt the number of bushland

areas is 'about right'.

TABLE 4.21 RECREATION - AREA COMPARISONS
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Planning area

THE NUMBER OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IS ...

Too low Too high About right
1 Blackheath & surrounds 46% 3% 51%
2 Katoomba & surrounds 61% 2% 38%
3 Lawson & surrounds 61% 0% 39%
4 Springwood & surrounds 63% 0% 37%
5 Blaxland & surrounds 54% 1% 45%
58% 1% 41%

Citywide

A significantly higher proportion of people from CPA 1 (Blackheath & surrounds) felt that the

number of recreational facilities in their area is 'about right'.
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4.8 BENCHMARK COMPARISONS

This section compares, where possible, the results of the current survey with the results of the

previous two Blue Mountains community surveys (conducted in 1996 and 1999).

4.8.1 Services & facilities

During the survey planning stage, it became clear that Council needed to modify the service and
facility areas measured during the previous two surveys, in order to provide information relevant
to current and future policy needs. Council's imperative was to ensure that future performance
could be judged against appropriate and relevant benchmarks. The general consensus was that
the structure of the previous survey instruments had lost relevance to the current and future
needs of council. Hence, the need to precisely compare results against past surveys was seen as

of secondary importance to “getting the right measures”.

As such, the questionnaire for the current survey bares significant differences to those used
previously, particularly in relation to the wording and emphasis of service and facility measures.
Whilst this makes precise comparisons with benchmarks from past surveys difficult, and in some

cases impossible, it is still possible to make broad comparisons.

Table 4.22 provides a comparison between results from the current survey and the 1996 survey

conducted by the Hunter Valley Research Foundation (HVRF).

The rows in Table 4.22 that are shaded represent measures that did not change between
surveys. The reader can be confident about direct comparisons made between the results for
these measures. For all other comparisons, extreme caution is recommended. The comparative
information is only meant to give an indication of possible improvements or declines in

satisfaction ratings for the various council services and facilities over time.
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COMPARISON OF SATISFACTION SCORES — 1996 & 2000 SURVEYS

1996 HVRF QUESTIONS & SCORES

2000 IRIS QUESTIONS & SCORES

FACILITY / SERVICE SCORE FACILITY / SERVICE BCORE
Garbage collection 4.1 Garbage collection 3.0
Library services 3.7 Library services 3.6
Access to parks and recreation areas 3. Avaitplofiparks & playgrounds 34
Park & rec. areas / playground equipment 3.6 Maamee of parks & playgrounds 34
Recycling 3.5 Recycling 3.2
Clean water 3.5 Clean creeks and waterways 2.4
Waste disposal 3.3 Litter control 4.2
Town character or village atmosphere 3.3 Town centre & village atmosphere 33
Preserving the environment 3.2 Bush regeneration 3.2
Services and facilities for the elderly 3.2 Services & facilities for older people 3.2
Environmental monitoring & protection 3.1 Protectiof natural bushland 35
Commuter parking 3.1 Maintenance of commuter c&spar 3.4
Multipurpose community halls 3.1 Provision of conmity centres & halls 34
Multipurpose community halls 3.1 Maintenance of cmmity centres & halls 3.4
Sporting facilities 3.1 Provision of ovals & spoigigrounds 3.2
Sporting facilities 3.1 Maintenance of ovals & dpug grounds 3.2
Swimming pools 3.0 Maintenance of swimming pools 6 3.
Swimming pools 3.0 Provision of swimming pools 34
Parking for shoppers 2.9 Parking for shoppers 3.1
Facilities and services for children 2.9 Children’s services within the area 3.1
Informing residents about council 2.8 InformatidrCmuncil services 3.1
Access for people with a disability 2.8 Facilit&services for people with a disability 2.9
Road maintenance 2.8 Sealed road maintenance
Road maintenance 2.8 Unsealed road maintenance
Managing residential development 2.8 Managing residential development 2.7
Footpaths and pedestrian access 2.1 Pedestrisssatcghops & community facilities 3.6
Footpaths and pedestrian access 2.1 Footpathsthsbops & community facilities 3.6
Dog and cat control 2.7 Animal control 3.1
Community involvement in council decisions 2.6 Qdtetion with the community by Council 2.7
Public toilets 24 Provision of public toilets 2.6
Local employment opportunities 2.4 Generating local employment opportunities 25
Public toilets 24 Maintenance of public toilets 25
Facilities and services for youth 2.3 Youth services & facilities 24
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The most salient points from Table 4.22 are:
Council performance appears to have improved sagmifly in the following areas
(although, as stated, the direct comparabilityoshe service or facility measures may
be tenuous) :

Pedestrian access generally around shops & comymeamtres
Footpaths around shopping centres & communityifeas|
Litter control

Maintenance of swimming pools

Animal control

Provision of swimming pools

Protection of natural bushland

Maintenance of commuter carparks

Information of Council services

Provision of community centres & community halls
Maintenance of community centres & community halls

There is evidence of a significant drop in sati8tacwith garbage collection
services. The mean satisfaction score fell froreathy 4.1 in the 1996 survey to a
moderate 3.0 in the current survey. Dissatisfaotvas significantly higher in Area 2.
Other services and facilities showing a declinsdtisfaction compared to the 1996
results included:

Recycling

Clean creeks and waterways

Maintenance & availability of parks and playgrounds
Library services

Managing residential development
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4.8.2 Overall satisfaction with Council performance

As Figure 4.5 illustrates, overall satisfactionhwibuncil’s performance has increased
since the initial benchmark measure in 1996. Thamseore showed a significant shift,
from 2.6 in the 1996 measure to 3.1 in the cumesasure.

FIGURE 4.5 OVERALL SATISFACTION RATING — BENCHMARK COMPARISON (1996-2000)
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4.8.3

Major issues of concern

7

In each of the three community surveys done to, dagpondents have been asked to
name the issues that concern them most, both attffvade and local levels. Whilst
there was some variation in the coding schemestaddpr each survey, it is still useful
to compare the results for obvious shifts in opinio
Tables 4.23 and 4.24 list the top five issues dagehe citywide and local levels for all

three surveys.

TABLE 4.23

(OMPARISON OF TOFS CITYWIDE ISSUES OF CONCERN

1996 HVRF SURVEY
(% of sample)

1999 CLGR SURVEY
(% of sample)

2000 IRIS SURVEY
(% of sample)

1. Roads (16.2%)

1. Roads / traffic (12.1%)

1. Development control (27.5%)

2. Environment (12.7%)

2. Management & communicafit0.1%)

2. Nature preservation (14.6%)

3. Development/Land use (7.1%)

3. Protection ofremment (9.3%)

3. Youth issues (12.6%)

4. Council service (6.8%)

4. Overdevelopment (9.1%)

4. Roads / traffic (9.6%)

5. Population growth (5.1%)

5. Pollution (6.3%)

5. Unemployment (4.6%)

Table 4.23 indicates that:

‘Development control’ has increased significantbyaa issue of concern for the Blue
Mountains, with a over one quarter of all resportsl¢h7.5%) mentioning related

issues such as overdevelopment and overcrowding.

Whilst still an important issue, ‘roads’ has deetinn importance over the period of
the three surveys. It ranked first in both the 1888 1999 surveys (although there
was a decline in the proportion mentioning it). Hmer, it dropped to fourth in the

current survey, with 9.6% of people mentioning it.

‘Youth problems’ (12.6%) also increased in impodams an issue of concern for the

City.
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(OMPARISON OF TOFS LOCAL ISSUES OF CONCERN

1996 HVRF SURVEY
(% of sample)

1999 CLGR SURVEY
(% of sample)

2000 IRIS SURVEY
(% of sample)

1. Roads (14.7%)

1. Roads / traffic (18.4%)

1. Roads / traffic (18.9%)

2. Public transport (10.1%)

2. Overdevelopment%@.1

2. Development control (13.2%)

3. Youth / teenagers (5.9%)

3. Crime / public safét2%)

3. Crime issues (13.1%)

4. Development (8.2%)

4. Protection of bushlan8%®.

4. Youth issues (10.7%)

5. Council service (4.3%)

5. Footpaths (6.8%)

5. General community facilities &
services (5.9%)

Table 4.24 indicates that:

The ranking of issues was fairly similar betwees ¢hrrent survey and the 1999

survey.

At the local level, ‘roads / traffic’ remained tiesue of greatest concern, with about
the same proportion of respondents (18.9%) memtgpitiin the current survey as did
in the 1999 survey (18.6%).
As with the citywide results, there was a significencrease in the number of people
mentioning ‘youth problems’ (10.7%), compared witlevious surveys.
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5 CONCLUSION

The sample of 1032 residents represents a gooodmancbss-section of the population of
the Blue Mountains, making the findings presentethis report a very reliable basis for
gauging broad community opinion.

Results show that council is providing many of $lkeevices and facilities rated as
important by residents at a satisfactory levelbmwve. In fact, there is evidence of a
general increase in the level of resident satigfaavith council when comparisons are
made with the initial benchmark study conducted986. Overall satisfaction with
council’s performance improved from a relativelyltevel (2.6) in 1996 to lie in the
moderate range (3.1) in the current survey.

The services and facilities appearing to contriliatest to this overall increase included
pedestrian access and footpaths around shops andwaty facilities, litter control,
swimming pools, animal control, protection of nalusushland and maintenance of
commuter car parks.

There were also some significant declines in sattgin scores. Most notably,
satisfaction with one of the strongest performiagyges from previous surveys, garbage
collection, fell sharply. An investigation of vetira responses to later ‘issues’ questions
did little to elaborate on the source of the appiadeop in this aspect of council
performance. Other areas showing moderate dechregisfaction were recycling, clean
creeks and waterways, availability and maintenarfigearks and playgrounds, library
services and managing residential development.

Despite the evidence of a general upward trendtisfaction with council performance,
analysis suggests there are still many opportwitesignificant improvement. Analysis
of importance and satisfaction ratings for eackiserand facility indicated that council
needs to place a greater emphasis on improvinfpllosving services and facilities:
provision and maintenance of public toilets, cleegeks and waterways, generating local
employment opportunities, youth services & fa@kti weed control, sealed road
maintenance, consultation with the community, marggesidential development,
garbage collection, facilities & services for peoplith a disability, parking for shoppers
and animal control.

Resident perceptions of council staff performaneegenerally very good.
Encouragingly, those respondents who stated tlegththd a recent service encounter
with council staff were more likely to have a favable impression and a higher level of
satisfaction.
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Respondents were asked to name (unprompted) thor iesijie of concern for the Blue
Mountains as a whole and their local area. At thewide level, over a quarter of
respondents stated issues relating to ‘developowaritol’. Other significant issues at the
citywide level were ‘nature preservation’, ‘youtisues’, ‘roads and traffic’ and
‘unemployment’. At the local level, residents assw ‘roads and traffic’, ‘development
control’, ‘crime’, ‘youth issues’ and ‘general coomity facilities and services' as major
issues.

As a place to live, residents cherish the Blue Mauns for it's unique bushland, scenic
beauty and relaxed atmosphere. Things people dikkeais much about living in the
Blue Mountains are the lack of facilities and seeg, poor public transport services, the
feeling of isolation and the threat of overdevelenm

In describing the communities that make up the Bli@gintains, respondents were
generally very positive. An impressive 43% of reggents described the people of the
area as “friendly” or “courteous”.

To help guide council’s future strategy planningtfee City, respondents were asked to
prioritize a set of 13 functions council is lookitayfocus on over the next 20 years.
Residents’ viewed the most important prioritiestfog next 20 years to be: ‘protecting
the National Park and bushland generally’, ‘promgtiocal employment’, ‘increasing
community safety’, ‘improving public transport’ afichproving local roads’. Other
unprompted priorities included ‘youth boredom’, édevelopment’ and ‘council
performance’.

Finally, an analysis of resident perception retatim the current mix of community,
environment and business revealed that the majofipgople feel that the balance is
‘about right’ for most aspects of community lifeowever, there were some signs of
concern that supported earlier findings in the re@ignificant proportions of
respondents were concerned that the number of @éupig in the area and the number
of houses was already ‘too high’ (backing up consdound in other sections about
“overdevelopment” and “overcrowding”). Furthermotiggere was a strong feeling that
the number of recreation facilities is currentlydtlow’.
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APPENDIX 1. SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS
TABLE Al.1 CITYWIDE - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
Proportions (%)
Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample
16-24 years 6.9 7.8 6.6 7.2 135 14.9
25-34 years 7.8 8.0 9.1 8.9 17.0 16.9
35-49 years 16.2 16.0 17.0 17.3 33.1 33.3
50-64 years 9.0 8.9 10.9 9.6 19.9 18.5
65+ years 7.3 7.0 9.3 9.4 16.6 16.4
Total 47.2 47.6 52.8 52.4 100.0 100.0
TABLE Al.2 AREA 1 - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
Proportions (%)
Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample
16-24 years 4.9 6.1 5.4 4.9 10.3 11.0
25-34 years 6.9 8.9 9.4 9.7 16.3 18.6
35-49 years 15.8 15.1 14.8 145 30.5 29.6
50-64 years 10.3 9.9 12.8 10.8 23.2 20.7
65+ years 9.4 9.6 10.3 104 19.7 20.0
Total 47.3 49.7 52.7 50.3 100.0 100.0
TABLE AL.3 AREA 2 - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
Proportions (%)
Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample
16-24 years 6.2 6.6 5.7 6.7 12.0 13.3
25-34 years 8.6 7.9 8.6 8.7 17.2 16.6
35-49 years 14.4 14.3 16.3 15.4 30.6 29.7
50-64 years 8.6 8.7 11.0 10.7 19.6 194
65+ years 8.1 8.5 124 125 20.6 21.0
Total 45.9 46.1 54.1 53.9 100.0 100.0
TABLE Al.4 AREA 3 - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
Proportions (%)
Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample
16-24 years 6.1 6.3 6.6 6.5 12.7 12.8
25-34 years 9.4 9.3 104 10.6 19.8 19.9
35-49 years 175 17.3 175 18.2 34.9 354
50-64 years 8.0 8.4 104 9.1 18.4 175
65+ years 6.6 6.4 7.5 8.1 14.2 14.4
Total 47.6 47.6 52.4 52.4 100.0 100.0
TABLE A1.5 AREA 4 - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
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Proportions (%)

Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample
16-24 years 7.8 8.2 7.4 7.6 15.2 15.8
25-34 years 6.9 71 8.3 8.4 15.2 15.6
35-49 years 16.7 16.7 18.6 18.6 35.3 35.3
50-64 years 8.3 8.1 8.8 8.3 17.2 16.4
65+ years 7.4 6.9 9.8 9.9 17.2 16.9
Total 47.1 47.1 52.9 52.9 100.0 100.0
TABLE ALl.6 AREA 5 - AGE BY SEX DISTRIBUTION
Proportions (%)
Males Females Total
Age Census Census Census
Sample Sample Sample

16-24 years 9.3 9.7 7.8 8.2 17.2 17.9
25-34 years 7.4 8.1 8.8 8.4 16.2 16.5
35-49 years 16.7 16.7 17.6 18.2 34.3 34.8
50-64 years 9.8 9.7 11.3 9.8 211 195
65+ years 4.9 5.0 6.4 6.2 11.3 11.2
Total 48.0 49.2 52.0 50.8 100.0 100.0

TABLE ALl.7 INCOME DISTRIBUTION

Income category Frequency Percent of sample

Up to $20 000 182 17.6%

Over $20 000 up to $40 000 229 22.2%

Over $40 000 up to $60 000 220 21.3%

Over $60 000 up to $80 000 136 13.2%

Over $80 000 up to $100 000 91 8.8%

Over $100 000 93 9.0%

REFUSED / CANT SAY 81 7.8%

Total 1032 100.0%
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APPENDIX 2: QUESTIONNAIRE

Blue Mountains City Council Community Survey
Cati Syntax Listing

INTRODUCTION

Hello, my name is ... from IRIS Research, an opinion research organisation. We are conducting a survey
about services and facilities provided by Blue Mountains City Council and we are interested in the views of a
person in your household.

May | please speak to the person in that household who had the most recent birthday.

Just to give you some background, the information provided by respondents is completely confidential and
will help Council to better understand and meet the diverse needs of its residents.

SCREENING

Before we start, | just have to make sure you qualify for an interview.

Firstly, is this household in the Blue Mountains Council area? [IF NOT TERMINATE]

And, have you lived in the Blue Mountains Council area for longer than 6 months? [IF NOT TERMINATE]
Great, you qualify for an interview! | just have to inform you that my supervisor may monitor this call for

quality control purposes.

SURVEY PREAMBLE

This survey consists of two main parts. The first is an assessment of the importance to you of services
provided wholly or partly by the Blue Mountains City Council.

The second part will look at major issues of concern to you in respect of quality of life and long term planning
for the Blue Mountains council area.
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SECTION 1 — COUNCIL SERVICES & FACILITIES (IMPORTANCE & PERFORMANCE RATINGS)

7

Question 1

In this first section | will read out a list of services and facilities provided by Blue Mountains City

Council.

For each | will ask you how important the service is to you personally on a scale of 1 to 5. In the scale, a

score of 1 means that the service is not at all important and a score of 5 means that the service is very

important to you.

For each service or facility | will also ask you how satisfied you are with Council's performance. This will

involve a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you are very dissatisfied and 5 means you are very satisfied.

Recreation services & facilities

ONorLODOE

General com
9.
10.
11.

"Provision of ovals & sporting grounds”
"Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds"
"Provision of swimming pools"

"Maintenance of swimming pools"

"Availability of parks & playgrounds"

"Maintenance of parks & playgrounds"

"Availability of lookouts and walking trails"
"Maintenance of lookouts and walking trails"

munity services

"Library services"

"Provision of community centres & community halls"
"Maintenance of community centres & community halls"

Waste & community health

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

"Litter control"
"Street cleaning"
"Garbage collection"
"Recycling"

"Animal control"

Public amenity

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25

"Provision of public toilets"

"Maintenance of public toilets"

"Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades”
"Maintenance of commuter parking"
"Parking for shoppers"

"Protection of natural bushland"

"Clean creeks & waterways"

"Weed control"

"Bush regeneration”

Infrastructure & traffic services

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
Planning & d
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

"Sealed road maintenance"
"Unsealed road maintenance"
"Availability of bus shelters"
"Maintenance of bus shelters"

"Footpaths around shopping centres and community facilities"
"Pedestrian access generally around shopping centres and community facilities

"Lighting of public areas"

evelopment services

"Managing residential development"
"Protection of heritage values & buildings"
"Town centre & village atmosphere"
"Enhancing the built environment”
"Generating local employment opportunities"
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Services for special needs groups

38. "Children’ services within the area"

39. “Youth services and facilities"

40. "Services and facilities for older people"

41. "Facilities and services for people with a disability"

Council communication

42. "Information on Council services"

43. "Consultation with the community by Council"
Question 2A

We are near the end of the first section about council services and facilities. Given the answers you have

just provided, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with Blue Mountains City Council as an
organisation?

Again, we will use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1=very dissatisfied and 5=very satisfied.

1 Very dissatisfied

2. [Jumpto Q3A]

3. [Jumpto Q3A]

4. [Jumpto Q3A]

5 Very satisfied [Jumpto Q3A]

6 CANT SAY / DECLINED [ Jump to Q3A ]
Question 2B

You said that you were dissatisfied with Council's overall performance. In just a few words, what is your
main reason for feeling that way?

[80 CHARACTER TEXT BOX]
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SECTION 2 — STAFF PERFORMANCE

Question 3A
Now | want to ask you some general questions about Council's staff and overall image.

In the past 12 months, have you had any contact with Council staff?

1Yes [Jumpto Q4A]
2 No

Question 3B
It does not matter that you have not had a recent interaction with Council staff, | just want to know your
general opinion of how council staff performs.

| am going to read out a couple of statements. Rate your level of agreement with each statement on a
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you strongly disagree and 5 means you strongly agree.

Statement 1: "l think that Council staff are generally courteous & helpful"

1 Strongly disagree

2.

3.

4.

5 Strongly agree

6 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

Statement 2: "Council staff generally deal with people quickly & efficiently"

1 Strongly disagree

2.

3.

4.

5 Strongly agree

6 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

Question 3C
How satisfied are you with the overall performance of Council's staff, again on a scale of 1 to 5, where
1=very dissatisfied and 5=very satisfied.

1 Very dissatisfied

2.

3.

4.

5 Very satisfied

6 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW
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Question 4A  [Skip If (Q3A = 2)]
And what was the main reason for your last encounter with Council staff? [READ OUT RESPONSE
OPTIONS]

1 Request for assistance

2 Pay a bill

3 Building application or related matter

4 Information enquiry

5 Making a complaint

6 Some other reason (specify) [OTH1 (C 80)]

Question 4B [Skip If (Q3A = 2)]

I am going to read out a few statements describing key elements of your interaction with Council staff.
Thinking about the last time you dealt with Council staff, indicate your level of agreement with each
statement. Use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means you 'strongly disagree' and 5 means you 'strongly agree
with that statement.

Statement 1: "They were courteous and helpful"

1 Strongly disagree
2.

3.

4 ..

5 Strongly agree

6 CANT SAY

Statement 2: "They dealt with my needs quickly and efficiently"

1 Strongly disagree
2.

3.

4 ...

5 Strongly agree

6 CANT SAY

Question 4C  [Skip If (Q3A = 2)]
How satisfied are you with the overall performance of Council's staff, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1=very
dissatisfied and 5=very satisfied.

1 Very dissatisfied
2.

3.

4 ..

5 Very satisfied

6 CANT SAY
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SECTION 3 — MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN

This part of the survey is designed to get your input on the long-term priorities for the area you live in and
the City as a whole.

First, | want to ask some questions about the Council Area as a whole.

Question 5A
What do you like 'most' about living in the Blue Mountains? [READ ANSWER BACK TO RESPONDENT)]

Question 5B
What do you like 'least' about living in the Blue Mountains? [READ ANSWER BACK TO RESPONDENT]

Question 6A

Council is interested in finding out what residents' think are the biggest issues currently facing the
community.

Now for the Blue Mountains overall, what do you see as the major issue of concern?

Question 6B
Why would you say that?

Question 7A
Now | want you to think about the local town or village that you live in.
What is the major issue of concern for you in your neighbourhood or local area?

Question 7B
Why would you say that?

Question 8A
| want to ask you to help me understand the identity or characteristics of people living in the Blue
Mountains right now.

Please give me three words that you think describe the communities that make up the Blue Mountains as
a whole.

FIRST WORD:

SECOND WORD:

THIRD WORD:
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SECTION 4 — PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

Now | want to ask some questions about the long-term priorities that the whole community should adopt

to make the Blue Mountains the best place it can be in the twenty years ahead.

I will read out a number of areas that the Blue Mountains Council could focus on and ask you to rate the

importance of that issue in developing the community as a whole over the next 20 years.

Use a 5-point scale where 1 means the issue should be a very low priority and 5 means the issue should

be a very high priority. The statements | am going to read are in no particular order so please rate each

one based on your opinion.
[RANDOMISED BLOCK]

Question 9A
"Increasing community safety" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council
2.
3.
4.
5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9B

"Increasing the range of housing available at different costs" How would you rate that as a

priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council
2.
3.
4.
5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9C
"Improving highway transport" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council
2.
3.
4.
5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9D
"Improving public transport" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY
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Question 9E
"Improving local roads" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9F
"Building a sense of community" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9G
"Promoting opportunities for fithess and sporting activities" How would you rate that as a priority
for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9H
"Protecting the National Park and bushland generally" How would you rate that as a priority for
Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 91
"Promoting local employment" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY
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Question 9J
"Enhancing village atmosphere" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9K
"Promoting cultural activities" How would you rate that as a priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9L
"Encouraging service businesses to set up in the Blue Mountains" How would you rate that as a
priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9M
"Encouraging manufacturing businesses to set up in the Blue Mountains" How would you rate that as a

priority for Council?

1 Very low priority for council

2.

3.

4.

5 Very high priority for council
6 DONT KNOW / CANT SAY

Question 9N
Are there any other issues you see as being a high priority for Council in developing the community
of the Blue Mountains in the next 20 years? [ENTER FIRST ISSUE MENTIONED)]
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Question 10A
Now, as the final part of the survey, | want you to tell me how you feel about the mix of industry, housing
and population in the Blue Mountains.

For each aspect of the community | mention, please tell me whether you think that the aspect is too low,
too high or about right for the Blue Mountains to be the best place for you to live over the next 20 years.

[RANDOMISED BLOCK]

(QI0A)
"Retail development" Is it ....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q10B)

"Tourist development" Isit....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q1oC)
"Industry” Isit ....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q10D)

"The number of people living here" Isit....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q10E)

"The number of houses" Isit ....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q10F)

"Bushland areas" Isit ....
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW

(Q10G)
"Recreational facilities" Is it .... [READ OUT RESPONSE OPTIONS]
1 Too low
2 Too high
3 About right
4 CANT SAY / DONT KNOW
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SECTION 5 - DEMOGRAPHICS

Variable ( SEX)
Finally, | just have a few brief questions relating to household data to help classify your answers.
From your voice, | assume you are a....

1 Male
2 Female

Variable ( AGE)
Please stop me when | read out the age group you are in ...

1 16-24 years
2 25-34 years
3 35-49 years
4 50-64 years
5 65+ years

6 REFUSED

Variable (INCOME )
Could you stop me when | reach the annual household income of all people living in that dwelling?

1 Up to $20 000

2 Over $20 000 up to $40 000
3 Over $40 000 up to $60 000
4 Over $60 000 up to $80 000
5 Over $80 000 up to $100 000
6 Over $100 000

7 REFUSED / CANT SAY

That completes our interview. Thank you for your time and cooperation. Your input will help Council in
providing better service in the future.

End.
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DETAILED RESULT TABLES

This section provides a detailed summary of resalsurvey question form. Please note
that a full listing of verbatim responses will b®yded in a separate reference

document.

9Qu la) How IMPORTANT are the following Councihsees / facilities?

Proportion of group (%)
1. 2. 8o 4. 5. 6.
Not Very Non-
Service / facility important important response
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 16|2 14.9 124. 19.0 25.2 0.7
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 1.8 1.3 218. 28.5 36.3 2.0
Provision of swimming pools 12.1 7.8 12|5 24.0 48.0 0.6
Maintenance of swimming pools 56 116 g.1 214 6[L.4 1.9
Availability of parks & playgrounds 4.3 4.9 13)2 .97, 49.2 0.5
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 2.3 2.2 D.9 28.3 56.7 0.6
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 5.3 4.4 49 26.0 48.9 0.3
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 28 2(8 .43 25.3 56.9 1.8
Library services 6.1 6.0 12.5 19.1 55.8 1D
Provision of community centres & halls 9|7 10.0 20. 25.0 33.9 1.1
Maintenance of community centres & halls 4.8 4.6 717 30.0 39.9 2.9
Garbage collection 0.4 15 3.7 17.0 76.4 0.b
Recycling 1.7 2.0 11.3 25.5 58.9 0.p
Litter control 0.4 0.3 2.3 12.3 84.4 0.1
Street cleaning 1.1 1.3 5.1 16.7| 75. 0.y
Animal control 23 2.9 125 23.9 57.4 0.9
Provision of public toilets 1.8 1 10.6 234 62.1 04
Maintenance of public toilets 1.4 12 57 17.8 78.2 0.7
Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 0{3 g.2 15 7.5 90.3 0.3
Maintenance of commuter carparks 6.3 b.7 14.0 249 475 1.6
Parking for shoppers 1.9 2.0 6.9 22.7 66.1 0.p
Protection of natural bushland 0|5 0.8 4.0 14.9 779. 0.1
Clean creeks and waterways .2 2 1.2 10.9 8§7.4 0.2
Weed control 2.0 25 9.4 23.2 62.4 0.4
Bush regeneration 15 .8 8.8 22.0] 66.3 0.
Sealed road maintenance 1.0 1.9 5.9 225 67.3 0.2
Unsealed road maintenance 1.4 6.9 17.9 24.1 11.4 3| 2.
Availability of bus shelters 11. 110 160 21.7 139 1.2
Maintenance of bus shelters 6.0 1.4 17.3 28.4 38.9 2.0
Footpaths around shops & comm. facilities 1.2 .4 .8 18 26.9 60.7 0.4
Pedestrian access at shops & comm. facilities 1.2 810 8.5 25.9 63.2 0.5
Lighting of public areas 0.8 2.3 8.9 187 69.0 3
Managing residential development 2.6 2.0 H.0 20.0 4.8 4 1.7
Protection of heritage values & buildings 2.9 2.1 0.61 27.6 56.4 0.3
Town centre & village atmosphere 2|1 2.0 10.0 2b.2 60.2 0.6
Enhancing the built environment 22 3.4 18.6 3p.8 1.04 1.9
Generating local employment opportunities 1.7 P.1 .0 |6 18.1 71.7 0.5
Children's services within the area 8.0 4.2 8.1 315. 62.1 2.3
Youth services & facilities 3.3 3.y 74 216 62.9 1.1
Services & facilities for older people 214 33 8.9 20.5 64.0 0.9
Facilities & services for people with a disability 3.1 2.2 8.0 18.5 67.] 1.p
Information of Council services 2.0 43 1319 32.0 7.74 0.2
Consultation with the community by Council 116 1.8 9.6 25.4 60.9 0.7
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Qu 1b) How SATISFIED are you with the following Galservices / facilities?

Proportion of group (%)
1. 2. 3. 4... . 6.
Very Very Non-
Service / facility dissatisfied satisfied response
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 6|5 13.1 36.0 23.1 12.2 9.2
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 4.9 16.4 634 24.1 8.7 11.2
Provision of swimming pools 9.1 12.0 253 28.8 17.8 7.0
Maintenance of swimming pools 4[7 8l4 23.1 30.1 621. 12.0
Availability of parks & playgrounds 5.3 13.4 31l6 13 14.9 35
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 3.0 13.8 26.9 .130 13.1 3.0
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 2.8 7.7 30 34.6 25.1 4.7
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 46 133 5.8 27.6 12.7 6.3
Library services 5.7 10.5 25.2 25.9 25.2 s
Provision of community centres & halls 4|2 10.2 3B8. 25.5 13.4 8.4
Maintenance of community centres & halls 3.5 7 .138 26.2 10.8 12.8
Garbage collection 10.5 20.2 33.1 26.9 8.9 06
Recycling 11.7 125 34.4 28.7 11.2 16
Litter control 2.9 3.8 13.8 30.2 49.1 0.p
Street cleaning 10.4 12.3 23.6 22.] 30.7 0[9
Animal control 12.7 15.9 31.2 22.4 14.2 35
Provision of public toilets 17.3 28.0 316 140 6.0 3.1
Maintenance of public toilets 20.8 27]1 31.1 12.2 8 # 4.5
Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 2{5 51 138 31.1 44.6 2.9
Maintenance of commuter carparks 5.3 10.2 34.6 275 16.7 5.8
Parking for shoppers 9.4 17.8 37.0 24.1 10.4 18
Protection of natural bushland 54 12.3 31.0 30.2 941 1.7
Clean creeks and waterways 13.1 21.2 36.4 17.2 6.2 5.9
Weed control 19.1 22.4 35.2 14.5 5.2 3p
Bush regeneration 5.3 15.7 37.7 24.8 11.1 51
Sealed road maintenance 14.1 28.5 36.3 19.7 5.7 0.7
Unsealed road maintenance 12.6 19.2 40.6 14.9 34 3109
Availability of bus shelters 9.3 15.8 343 22.8 510. 7.7
Maintenance of bus shelters 6.6 134 3b.9 7.3 9.2 75
Footpaths around shops & comm. facilities 2.5 D.8 2.33 36.0 19.1 0.4
Pedestrian access at shops & comm. facilities 26 3|7 335 375 17.8 1.
Lighting of public areas 3.4 15.p 422 26.0 10.7 1Pp.
Managing residential development 16.5 21.9 34.9 7 16. 6.7 3.2
Protection of heritage values & buildings 6.0 11.6 345 30.5 14.1 3.3
Town centre & village atmosphere 6}4 15.9 38.7 28.6 13.9 15
Enhancing the built environment 5(8 17.1 44.1 2B.9 5.9 3.1
Generating local employment opportunities 17.3 265 35.1 10.9 35 6.6
Children's services within the area 8.2 17.4 3.2 3.04 8.2 12.0
Youth services & facilities 19.6 29.0 30/0 91 3.0 9.3
Services & facilities for older people 6J1 14,8 B4. 25.9 7.3 11.4
Facilities & services for people with a disability 11.0 18.5 35.8 18.( 6.0 107
Information of Council services 9.9 16J7 34.6 21.0 9.5 2.3
Consultation with the community by Council 17,9 @2. 34.2 17.2 5.4 3.4
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Importance & Satisfaction ratings for Community Phaning Areas

1. Recreation services
IMPORTANCE

Mean importance score (Out of 5)

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) Community Planning Areas diffseirgehce
1 2 3 4 5 Ciywide o "IV) o
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 4.37 4.28 4.43 4.32 4.4% 4.36 No
Maintenance of swimming pools 4.39 4.19 4.47 4.39 .344 4.34 No
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 4.40 451 4.48 4.24 4.15 4.33 Yes
Availability of parks & playgrounds 4.16 4.12 4.08 4.21 4.08 4.13 No
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 4.18 4.32 4.23 3.96 3.90 4.09 Yes
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 3.66 3.60 .843 3.97 3.83 3.80 Yes
Provision of swimming pools 3.86 3.69 4.04 3.89 13. 3.79 Yes
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 3.00 3.01 8.2 3.37 3.35 3.22 Yes

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.

SATISFACTION

Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) Community Planning Areas diffzirzhce
1 2 3 4 5  Citywide grgﬁ’g o
Availability of lookouts & walking trails 3.95 3.85 3.77 3.63 3.71 3.75 No
Maintenance of swimming pools 3.50 3.92 3.74 3.18 .823 3.63 Yes
Availability of parks & playgrounds 3.83 3.36 3.25 3.44 3.27 3.38 Yes
Maintenance of parks & playgrounds 3.73 3.30 3.273.48 3.28 3.38 Yes
Provision of swimming pools 3.40 3.77 3.60 2.85 383. 3.37 Yes
Maintenance of lookouts & walking trails 3.44 3.36 3.40 3.29 3.26 3.33 No
Provision of ovals & sporting grounds 3.37 321 732 3.12 3.32 3.24 No
Maintenance of ovals & sporting grounds 3.56 3.20 .143 3.08 3.13 3.17 Yes

* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% confidence level.
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2. General Community facilities

IMPORTANCE

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level)

Mean importance score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas

2 3 4 5

Sig.
difference
b/w

groups*

Library services

Provision of community centres & community halls

Maintenance of community centres & community halls

4.16
14
3.73

415 429 423 3.9
398 418 395 3.8¢
361 394 368 3.4

Yes
No

Yes

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.

SATISFACTION

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level)

Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas

2 3 4 5

Sig.
difference
b/w
groups*

Library services

Maintenance of community centres & community halls

Provision of community centres & community halls

343 356 375 376 3.3
339 334 363 346 3.1

348 337 353 338 3.2

Yes

Yes

Yes

* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% confidence level.
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3. Waste & community health services

IMPORTANCE

Mean importance score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Litter control 4.78 4.82 4.76 4.86 4.76 4.80 No
Garbage collection 4.73 4.71 4.68 4.70 4.€ 4.69 No
Street cleaning 461 457 4.66 4.76 4.€ 4.64 Yes
Recycling 4.39 451 4.34 4.45 4.22 4.39 Yes
Animal control 4.27 4.32 4.35 4.44 4.2 4.32 No

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.

SATISFACTION

Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5 Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Litter control 431 4.15 4.21 431 4.08 4.19 Yes
Street cleaning 3.57 3.59 3.61 3.44 3.48 3.51 No
Recycling 3.23 3.01 3.10 3.39 3.0 3.15 Yes
Animal control 3.05 3.02 3.08 3.13 3.17 3.10 No
Garbage collection 3.19 2.85 3.05 3.18 3. 3.03 Yes

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between the/AGRat the 95% level.
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4. Public amenities

IMPORTANCE

Mean importance score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 4.85 4.85 4.92 4.90 4.86 4.88 No
Clean creeks and waterways 4.85 4.84 491 4.85 4 4.85 No
Protection of natural bushland 4.73 4.71 4.79 4.74 4.69 4.73 No
Maintenance of public toilets 4.63 4.66 4.61 4.60 .574 4.61 No
Bush regeneration 4.50 4.48 4.63 4.59 4.42 452 No
Parking for shoppers 4.42 4.45 4.58 4.56 4.46 4.50 No
Provision of public toilets 4.47 4.55 4.40 4.50 4.21 4.43 Yes
Weed control 4.47 4.43 4.52 4.43 4.34 4.42 No
Maintenance of commuter car parks 3.98 3.93 4.10 4.21 3.94 4.03 Yes

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.
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SATISFACTION
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Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference
1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw
Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Bush fire prevention & rural fire brigades 4.09 4.19 4.21 4.09 4.11 4.14 No
Protection of natural bushland 3.56 3.40 3.58 3.53 3.3€ 3.47 No
Maintenance of commuter car parks 3.41 3.18 3.60 3.65 3.34 3.43 Yes
Bush regeneration 3.32 3.12 3.35 3.28 3.14 3.22 No
Parking for shoppers 2.96 291 3.08 3.12 3.2¢€ 3.08 Yes
Clean creeks and waterways 2.96 2.79 2.93 281 2,73 2.81 No
Weed control 2.81 2.45 2.59 2,77 2.61 2.63 Yes
Provision of public toilets 2.85 2.49 2.30 2.66 2.8C 2.62 Yes
Maintenance of public toilets 2.59 2.38 231 2.52 2.7¢ 2.52 Yes
* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% level.
5. Infrastructure & traffic services
IMPORTANCE
Mean importance score (Out of 5)
Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference
1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw
Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
. 4,57 4,53 455 4,58 4.4¢€ 4,53 No
Sealed road maintenance
451 4.43 457 4.62 452 4,53 No
Lighting of public areas
Pedestrian access around shopping & community
4.47 4.45 455 458 4.44 4.50 No
facilities
) ) . 4.42 4.49 4.44 4.49 4.3z 4.44 No
Footpaths around shopping & community facilities
3.94 3.87 4.04 3.86 3.8¢ 3.89 No
Maintenance of bus shelters
4.09 3.99 4.15 3.79 3.61 3.87 Yes
Unsealed road maintenance
3.66 3.71 3.78 3.74 3.52 3.68 No

Availability of bus shelters

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.
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SATISFACTION

Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5 Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Pedestrian access at shops & community facilities 354 349 355 387 35 3.62 Yes
Footpaths around shopping & community facilities 58. 356 354 374 35! 3.60 No
Lighting of public areas 329 314 321 331 3. 3.25 No
Maintenance of bus shelters 327 312 335 324 7: 3.21 No
Availability of bus shelters 311 3.04 325 3.35 82. 3.11 Yes
Sealed road maintenance 282 278 276 274 . 2.79 No
Unsealed road maintenance 279 266 266 280 . 2.75 No

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between the/AGRat the 95% level.

6. Planning & development services

IMPORTANCE

Mean importance score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

2 3 4 5  Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Generating local employment opportunities 4.60 471 4.64 4.3€ 4.57 Yes
Managing residential development 4.43 4.43 453 84.3 450 4.45 No
Town centre & village atmosphere 4.47 4.45 4.32 4.34 4.40 No
Protection of heritage values & buildings 4.26 4.40 4.44 4.24 4.33 No
Enhancing the built environment 4.09 4.14 4.11 3.9€ 4.09 No

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.
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Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw
Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Protection of heritage values & buildings 3.29 3.22 3.44 3.44 3.4C 3.36 No
Town centre & village atmosphere 3.26 3.19 3.29 3.37 3.2€ 3.28 No
Enhancing the built environment 3.03 291 3.10 3.16 3.1t 3.07 Yes
Managing residential development 2.86 2.73 2.78 2.76 2.6¢ 2.74 No
Generating local employment opportunities 2.53 2.44 2.48 2.55 2.65 2.54 No

* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% level.
7. Services for special needs groups
IMPORTANCE
Mean importance score (Out of 5)
Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw
Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Facilities & services for people with a disability 4.44 4.40 4.55 4.53 4.3¢ 4.46 No
Services & facilities for older people 4.42 4.40 4.48 4.43 4.3€ 4.42 No
Youth services & facilities 4.37 4.32 4.51 4.48 4.2¢ 4.38 No
Children’s services within the area 4.22 3.98 441 451 4.0¢€ 4.22 Yes

* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% confidence level.
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SATISFACTION

Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)

Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5 Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Services & facilities for older people 3.18 3.01 3.26 3.29 3.0€ 3.15 Yes
Children’s services within the area 3.06 2.90 3.10 3.06 3.2C 3.06 No
Facilities & services for people with a disability 3.02 2.72 2.81 3.06 2.8¢€ 2.88 Yes
Youth services & facilities 2.43 2.35 2.27 2.37 2.5€ 241 Yes

* A'Yes’ in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theASRit the 95% level.

Council communication

IMPORTANCE
Mean importance score (Out of 5)
Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5 Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Consultation with the community by Council 4.53 4.45 4.50 441 4.37 4.43 No
Information on Council services 4.27 4.12 4.15 4.32 4.1z 419 No

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between theAGRat the 95% confidence level.

SATISFACTION
Mean satisfaction score (Out of 5)
Community Planning Areas Sig.
difference

1 2 3 4 5  Citywide biw

Service / facility (rank order at Citywide level) groups*
Information on Council services 3.26 3.04 3.11 3.16 3.0z 3.10 No
Consultation with the community by Council 2.82 2.62 2.75 2.65 2.74 2.69 No

* A ‘Yes' in this column indicates that there atatsstically significant differences between the/AGRat the 95% level.
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Qu 2a) How would you rate your OVERALL satisfactwith the performance of

Council?
Proportion of group (%)
1. Very 2. 3. 4. 5. Very 6. Can't say
dissatisfied satisfied
Gender
Males 7.0 19.5 29.2 3.7 0.0
40.7
Females 5.1 14.3 50.0 26.2 4.2 0.2
Age
16-24 1.9 13.6 47.4 35.1 1.9 0.0
25-34 4.0 16.1 46.0 30.5 3.4 0.0
35-49 7.6 215 50.3 18.6 2.0 0.0
50-64 8.4 15.8 447 27.9 2.6 0.5
65+ 5.3 11.2 355 36.1 11.8 0.0
Community planning area
1 Blackheath etc 6.1 12.2 46.3 317 3.7 0.0
2 Katoomba etc 9.8 16.6 45.3 23.4 4.9 0.0
3 Lawson etc 6.5 19.6 42.8 254 5.1 0.7
4 Springwood etc 35 20.6 42.2 30.3 35 0.0
5 Blaxland etc 4.6 12.2 50.8 29.0 3.4 0.0
Total 6.0 16.7 45.6 27.7 3.9 0.1
78
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Qu 2B) You said that you were dissatisfied with Council's overall performance. In just a few

words, what is your main reason for feeling that way? (Verbatim responses)

Area 1 Arrogant and rates are too high

Everybody pays rates, nobody is getting anythiackb Not doing their job properly.
Far too politically based (shouldn't be), uncoatiee

Irate

Katoomba main very bad

Lack of communication from council about residéimtguiries

Lack of provision of sewerage and lack of meanihgbnsultation

Poor road maintenance wasting money & wasting mgoég to the land & environment
Reserve is a mess - told to clean it up themselves

They are totally against the advancement of inthlgtevelopment in the area

They don't look after the bush & don't clean uplitier & don't allow access

Think that they don’t do their job

Area 2 Attitude of staff is bad

Becoming overdeveloped/ lack of accountabilitg@velopment of main street
Collect money an do nothing - too many chiefs motdenough Indians
Council doesn't cater for all of the communityyrist and high income based de
Council is too bureaucratic

Council procrastinates with making decisions

Difficult to deal with.

Grubby place

Have people with degrees but no practical expeeen

Have young children and there aren’t enough thfogthem to do

Help if they employed people

Has taken over 2 years to clean up the town (Kabz)

No foresight to take advantage of a very greaaetibn - preservation of old
No kerb and guttering so flooding occurs

Not listening to community

Nothing for the youth, council needs to improveyonth facilities

Poor services, lack of discussion about imporissites, money wasted

Rude and corrupt services generally and spedificammunity health

They are invading life to much should stick testoad and rubbish

Took 3 months to approve building

Very unhappy making it hard for people to buildites. When they build ugly buildings

Area 3 Council should not have closed meetings

Don’t promote local businesses

Double standards - too strict with building apisvin some areas

Garbage recycling roads

Highway through Lawson - council agreeing. Teawrtdo pieces, not thinking of heritage.
Hopeless losers.

Indifference, incompetence, lack of consultatemmbivalence, arrogance.
Lack of consultation with older people/lack ofanmhation available for service
Lack of employment, building approval takes toogo Lack of services

No uniformity in their development polices

Not dealing with issues

Overdevlopment and lack of community consultation

To much trouble to build house rules for one

We have no kerb and guttering in our street

Area 4 Bunch of bureaucratic dunderheads

Catering to pressure groups, aldermen are seffezen

Don't think they place enough emphasis on the conity

Elected to represent community and get into officeown agendas

Get their priorities wrong

Lack of consultation, poor service generally bymcilors

The council is focused on the upper mountainsf&erfit suburbs when providing

Area 5 Council don’'t communicate

| think that they have forgotten about the pe@pid are concerned only about money
Intending to rezone bushland, Blaxland area. Tha®just a photocopy.

Palm trees in Blaxland

Rates high and services lowest
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The way they run council poorly

They are trying to introduce undesirable high dgrdevelopment
They don't listen to people they think they dveaas right

You can't get the council to do anything

Qu 3a) Have you had an interaction with Councilf stethe last 12 months?

Frequency Percentage (%)
617 59.8
Yes
No 415 40.2

Qu’s 3b & 4b) Perceptions of Council staff custorseirvice
Proportion of group (%)
3. 4.

1. Strongly 2. 5. Strongly 6. Can't
disagree agree say
NO encounter with council staff in past
12 months
1. Council staff are generally 1.6 7.7 30.9 35.7 18.0 6.1
courteous and helpful
2. Council staff generally deal with 6.1 17.9 36.4 20.6 9.9 9.1
people quickly & efficiently
HAD an encounter with council staff in
past 12 months
1. Council staff are generally 5.3 6.1 15.8 28.5 44.1 0.2
courteous and helpful
2. Council staff generally deal with 13.2 10.9 20.5 24.0 30.0 1.4
people quickly & efficiently

Qu’s 3c & 4c) Satisfaction with Council staff pemimance
Proportion of group (%)
3. 4.

1. 2. 5. 6.
Very Very Can't
dissatisfied satisfied say
NO encounter with council staff in
past 12 months 3.5 9.3 42.9 31.2 8.3 4.8
HAD an encounter with council staff 47 125 277 338 20.4 0.8

in past 12 months
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Qu 4a) What was the main reason for your last encounter with Council staff?

Reason Freguency Percent (%)
Building application or related matter 143 23.1
General information inquiry 142 23.0
Making a complaint 81 13.1
Pay a bill 77 125
Request for assistance 57 9.2
General business / council meeting 53 8.6
Animal registration 21 3.4
Inspection / maintenance services 16 2.6
Work related 11 1.8
Permits / licenses 9 1.4
Recycling / waste management 8 1.3

Qu 5a) What do you like ‘most’ about living in the Blue Mountains?

Reason Frequency Percent (%)
Natural beauty / mountains / scenery 242 23.4
Bushland setting 186 18.1
Peace & quiet / tranquillity9 / low crime 148 14.4
Clean/fresh air / No pollution 138 134
Atmosphere / Village atmosphere 113 11.0
Not crowded / open spaces 47 4.6
Climate 37 3.5
Out of Sydney 34 3.3
Sense of community 26 2.6
Friendly people 19 1.8
Family life 16 15
Nothing 12 1.2
Other - misc 9 0.9
Convenience 3 0.3
Affordable living 2 0.2
Total 1032 100
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Qu 5b) What do you like ‘least’ about living in the Blue Mountains?

Reason Frequency Percent (%)
Nothing 174 16.8
Lack of community facilities / shopping / entertaient 116 11.3
Transport issues / lack of public transport / tpenmscost 89 8.6
Isolation 88 8.5
Becoming too developed / too urbanised 79 7.6
Cold weather / winter 59 5.7
Traffic & parking conditions 51 5.0
Council / rates 47 4.6
Great Western Highway / Highway 45 4.4
Other - misc. 41 4.0
Bush fires 40 3.9
Crime issues (vandalism/crime rate/drugs/no police) 36 3.5
Commuting to Sydney 30 2.9
Lack of community services (recycling/elderly/hbalt 25 25
Social issues (cost of living/unemployment) 24 2.4
Lack of infrastructure 23 2.2
Attitude of people 23 2.2
Tourists 14 14
Lack of care for the environment 13 13
Non-native trees / palm trees 10 1.0
Animal control 4 0.3
Total 1032 100

Questions 6 to 8:A full list of verbatim responses to these questiwill be presented in
a separate reference document.
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Qu 9) Rate the importance of the following issuedeveloping the community as a

whole over the next 20 years.

Priority for Council (%)

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6.

Low High Can't
Issue priority priority say
Increasing community safety 15 3.6 12.3 24.0 58.3 0.4
Increasing the range of housing available at 14.0 15.7 29.0 216 18.4 14
different costs ' ' ’ ’ ' '
Improving highway transport 3.9 5.9 18.0 21.8 48.4 2.0
Improving public transport 11 35 145 22.3 58.2 40
Improving local roads 15 4.2 15.7 26.8 51.7 0.1
Building a sense of community 2.1 3.4 17.9 28.2 647. 0.7
Promoting opportunities for fitness and sporting 29 6.2 218 336 355 06
activities ' ' ’ ’ ' '
Protecting the National Park & bushland 0.4 13 4.2 15.0 78.8 03
generally ' ' ' ' ' '
Promoting local employment 0.9 3.2 9.5 24.4 61.7 3 0.
Enhancing village atmosphere 1.7 5.2 22.2 30.2 40.0 0.6
Promoting cultural activities 3.7 8.7 27.1 325 7. 0.3
Encouraging service businesses to set up in the
Blue Mountains 3.4 6.0 225 29.1 38.1 0.9
Encouraging manufacturing businesses to set up 20.9 217 234 143 19.0 0.6

in the Blue Mountains
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APPENDIX 4: SURVEY ACCURACY & CONFIDENCE INTERVAL ESTIMATION

Survey accuracy

Some level of random error affects all estimatehis report. This means that although
reported estimates may be close to the actual popnlparameter, they may still
represent a value which is over or under estimd&edexample, it is highly unlikely that
exactly the same results would be achieved shbeldtudy be repeated.

However, according to statistical theory it is pbkesto work out the accuracy of the
results by creating a 95% confidence interval adoegich estimate. In doing so, one can
be 95% certain that the true proportion of the pajoen will lie somewhere within the
calculated interval.

In order to work out a confidence interval, theesid the sub-sample must be known. The
table on the next page can be used to work outdhBdence interval for any estimated
proportion.

Creating a 95% confidence interval

First, find the column that most closely correspotalthe sub-sample of interest (i.e. the
number of people who answered that particular gqu@stAn ‘n value’, representing the
size of the sub-sample, should be shown in yowrtepor example, if n=329, then use
the column with 350.

Secondly, find the row that most closely correspotadthe percentage estimate around
which you wish to build a confidence interval. leample, if the estimated proportion is
18%, then use the row with 20%.

Finally, to create your confidence interval, add anbtract the percentage value found in
the table from your estimate. For example, if thggested table value is 4.3% and your
estimate is 18%, take 18 £4.3%. In this case ttezval would range from 13.7% to
22.3%.
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Size of sub sample

Proportion 25| 50 | 751100 |125 | 150 (175 [ 200 [ 250 | 300 | 350 | 400 | 500 [ 600 [ 70 O] 800| 900| 1000
5% 8.7%| 6.2%]| 5.0%| 4.4%| 3.9%| 3.6%| 3.3%| 3.1%| 2.8%| 2.5%| 2.3%| 2.2%| 1.9%| 1.8%| 1.6%| 1.5%| 1.5%| 1.4%
10% 12.0%) 8.5%| 6.9%| 6.0%| 6.4%| 4.9%| 4.5%| 4.2%| 3.8%| 3.5%| 3.2%]| 3.0%| 2.7%| 2.4%| 2.3%| 2.1%| 2.0%| 1.9%
15% 14.3%) 10.1%| 8.2%| 7.1%| 6.4%]| 5.8%] 5.4%| 5.0%| 4.5%| 4.1%| 3.8%| 3.6%| 3.2%| 2.9%| 2.7%| 2.5%| 2.4%| 2.3%
20% 16.0%) 11.3%| 9.2%| 8.0%| 7.2%| 6.5%]| 6.0%| 5.7%| 5.1%| 4.6%| 4.3%]| 4.0%| 3.6%| 3.3%| 3.0%| 2.8%]| 2.7%]| 2.5%
25% 17.3%) 12.2%| 10.0%| 8.7%| 7.7%| 7.1%]| 6.5%| 6.1%| 5.5%| 5.0%| 4.6%| 4.3%| 3.9%| 3.5%| 3.3%| 3.1%| 2.9%| 2.7%
30% 18.3%) 13.0%] 10.6%| 9.2%| 8.2%| 7.5%| 6.9%| 6.5%| 5.8%| 5.3%| 4.9%| 4.6%| 4.1%| 3.7%| 3.5%| 3.2%]| 3.1%| 2.9%
35% 19.1%) 13.5%] 11.0%| 9.5%| 8.5%| 7.8%]| 7.2%| 6.7%| 6.0%| 5.5%| 5.1%]| 4.8%| 4.3%| 3.9%| 3.6%| 3.4%]| 3.2%| 3.0%
40% 19.6%) 13.9%| 11.3%| 9.8%| 8.8%]| 8.0%| 7.4%| 6.9%| 6.2%| 5.7%| 5.2%| 4.9%| 4.4%| 4.0%| 3.7%| 3.5%| 3.3%| 3.1%
50% 20.0%|14.1%( 11.5%] 10.0%| 8.9%| 8.2%| 7.6%| 7.1%| 6.3%| 5.8%| 5.3%| 5.0%| 4.5%| 4.1%| 3.8%]| 3.5%| 3.3%| 3.2%
60% 19.6%) 13.9%| 11.3%| 9.8%| 8.8%]| 8.0%]| 7.4%| 6.9%| 6.2%| 5.7%| 5.2%]| 4.9%| 4.4%| 4.0%| 3.7%| 3.5%]| 3.3%| 3.1%
65% 19.1%) 13.5%| 11.0%| 9.5%| 8.5%| 7.8%]| 7.2%| 6.7%| 6.0%| 5.5%| 5.1%| 4.8%| 4.3%| 3.9%| 3.6%| 3.4%]| 3.2%| 3.0%
70% 18.3%) 13.0%] 10.6%| 9.2%| 8.2%| 7.5%]| 6.9%| 6.5%| 5.8%| 5.3%| 4.9%]| 4.6%| 4.1%| 3.7%| 3.5%| 3.2%]| 3.1%| 2.9%
75% 17.3%) 12.2%)| 10.0%| 8.7%| 7.7%| 7.1%]| 6.5%| 6.1%| 5.5%| 5.0%| 4.6%| 4.3%| 3.9%| 3.5%| 3.3%| 3.1%| 2.9%| 2.7%
80% 16.0%) 11.3%| 9.2%| 8.0%| 7.2%]| 6.5%| 6.0%| 5.7%| 5.1%| 4.6%| 4.3%| 4.0%| 3.6%| 3.3%| 3.0%| 2.8%]| 2.7%| 2.5%
85% 14.3%) 10.1%| 8.2%| 7.1%| 6.4%]| 5.8%]| 5.4%| 5.0%| 4.5%| 4.1%| 3.8%]| 3.6%| 3.2%| 2.9%| 2.7%| 2.5%]| 2.4%]| 2.3%
90% 12.0%| 8.5%| 6.9%| 6.0%| 6.4%]| 4.9%| 4.5%| 4.2%| 3.8%| 3.5%| 3.2%]| 3.0%| 2.7%| 2.4%| 2.3%| 2.1%| 2.0%| 1.9%
95% 8.7%| 6.2%] 5.0%| 4.4%]| 3.9%| 3.6%| 3.3%| 3.1%| 2.8%| 2.5%| 2.3%| 2.2%| 1.9%| 1.8%] 1.6%| 1.5%| 1.5%| 1.4%
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