
Customer service 
 

Contact with Council in the last twelve months 

 
Respondents were asked: 
 

“Have you contacted Council in the last twelve months?” 

 
A little more than one-fifth (21.8%) of respondents reported that they had contacted their 
council in the last twelve months.  Metropolis Research notes that this result is somewhat 
lower than has been recorded over an extended period of time across metropolitan 
Melbourne and in parts of regional / rural Victoria in recent years, where typically between 
one-third and half of the respondents had contacted Council in the last twelve months. 
 

 
 

There was some minor variation in this result observed across the state by region and type of 
council, as outlined in the following graph.  It appears that respondents from the urban, 
southern and city councils were somewhat more likely to have contacted their local council 
in the last twelve months than respondents from rural and northwest / west region councils. 
 

 
 

Contacted Council in the last twelve months

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Number and percent of respondents providing a response)

Number Percent

Yes 262 21.8%

No 938 78.2%

Total 1,200 100%
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2018
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Forms of contact 

 
Respondents who had contacted Council were asked: 
 

“When you last contacted the Council, was it….?” 

 
The two most common methods by which respondents last contacted their local council was 
via telephone (49.6%) and visits in person (37.6%).   
 
Ten percent (10.5%) of respondents contacted their council via email, the website, or social 
media. 
 
Despite the very small sample sizes, there was some variation in these results observed by 
the respondents’ age.  Older adult respondents (aged 60 to 74 years) were substantially more 
likely than other respondents to visit council in person, and less likely to contact council via 
email, the website, or social media. 
 
The fact that middle-aged adults (aged 45 to 59 years) were equally as likely to contact council 
via email, the website or social media as younger respondents does highlight the fact that the 
variation in preferred methods of interacting with council that are apparent in these results, 
will diminish significantly over the next ten years. 
 

 
 

Reasons for contacting Council 

 
Respondents who had contacted Council were asked: 
 

“What did you contact Council about?” 

 
Respondents were asked the reason for their last contact with their local council.  These 
verbatim responses have been broadly categorised as outlined in the following table. 

Form of contact with Council

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Number and percent of respondents contacting Council providing a response)

Number Percent

Telephone 128 49.6% 60.0% 51.6% 43.1% 54.3%

Visit in person 97 37.6% 25.0% 31.9% 46.9% 34.8%

Email / website / social media 27 10.5% 15.0% 15.4% 6.2% 2.2%

Mail 3 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 4.3%

Contacted an Alderman / Mayor 1 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 2.2%

Other 2 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 2.2%

Not stated 4 0 0 0 0

Total 262 100% 20 91 130 46

Aged 

60 - 74 yrs

Aged 

75 yrs +
Response

2019 Aged 

35 - 44 yrs

Aged 

45 - 59 yrs



The most common reasons for contacting council in the last twelve months were enquiries 
regarding rates (12.2%), animal management issues including registrations, stray animals, etc 
(9.8%), parking issues (6.9%), and planning related issues (6.6%). 
 
Attention is drawn to the fact that respondents contacted their local council for a wide range 
of issues, which reflect the diversity of services and facilities provided by local government.  
 

 
 

  

Reasons for contacting Council in the last twelve months

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Number and percent of respondents contacting Council providing a response)

Number Percent

Rates 29 12.2%

Animal management 24 9.8%

Parking issues 17 6.9%

Planning permits / regulations 16 6.6%

Parks, open spaces and trees 14 5.9%

Building permits / regulations 14 5.9%

Garbage collection 13 5.3%

Roads and traffic 11 4.8%

Footpaths 11 4.6%

Local laws enforcement / updates 8 3.4%

Financial issues and priorities of Council 6 2.6%

Communication 5 2.1%

Council meeting / Councillors 4 1.9%

Sports and recreation 4 1.7%

Drains maintenance and flooding 4 1.6%

Street l ighting 3 1.2%

Cleanliness and maintenance of the area 3 1.2%

Public transport 3 1.2%

Services for children 3 1.2%

Green waste collection 2 0.9%

Recycling collection 2 0.9%

Rural / farming issues 2 0.8%

Services and facil ities for the elderly or disablity 2 0.7%

Water 2 0.7%

Business issues 2 0.6%

Bike paths / cyclists 1 0.4%

Safety and crime 1 0.4%

Wild life 1 0.4%

Housing 1 0.2%

Multicultural issues 1 0.2%

Other issues n.e.i. 33 13.6%

Reason not stated 23

Total 262 100%

Reason
2019



Satisfaction with Council’s customer service 
 

Respondents who had contacted Council were asked: 
 
“On a scale of 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest), how satisfied were you with the following aspects of service 

when you last contacted the council?” 

 
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with three aspects of customer service. 
 
Satisfaction with these three aspects was high, and can best be summarised as follows: 
 

• Very Good – for the courtesy, professionalism and attitude of staff, and the provision of 
information on the Council and its services.  Approximately two-thirds of respondents were 
very satisfied with these two aspects (rating 8 or more), whilst less than one-sixth were 
dissatisfied (rating 0 to 4). 

 

• Good – for overall satisfaction with the experience.  Whilst a little less than two-thirds of 
respondents were very satisfied overall, a little more than one-fifth were dissatisfied. 

 
Metropolis Research notes that respondents were more satisfied with both the courtesy, 
professionalism and attitude of staff and the provision of information, than they were with 
the experience overall.  This reflects the fact that other aspects such as speed of service and 
the final outcome of the interaction can influence overall satisfaction with the experience. 
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The 2015 survey included a number of questions related to aspects of customer service. 
 
In relation to the courtesy, professionalism and attitude of staff, which was rated at 7.66, the 
2015 survey included “staff being friendly and polite” and “staff having a professional attitude 
and presentation”, both of which were rated at 8.4.  This is measurably and significantly 
higher than the 2019 results.   
 
It is noted that the 2015 survey asked satisfaction with these aspects of customer service of 
all respondents who had ever had “direct dealing” with their local council.  The 2019 survey 
asked specifically about “contacted Council” and limited the question only to those who had 
contacted their council in the last twelve months.   
 
It is likely that by including respondents who had not had dealings with their council for a long 
period time will have been a significant factor in the higher satisfaction with these aspects of 
customer service. 

 

Current issues for Council 
 

Respondents were asked: 
 

“Can you please list what you consider to be the top three issues in your municipality at the 
moment?” 

 
Respondents were asked to nominate what they considered to be the three most important 
issues in their municipality at the moment.  Approximately two-thirds (64.4%) of respondents 
provided a total of 1,422 responses, at an average of approximately two issues each. 
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The open-ended responses received from respondents have been broadly categorised into a 
set of approximately seventy categories to facilitate analysis, and other comparisons. 
 

It is important to bear in mind that these responses are not necessarily complaints about the 
performance of the local council, nor do they only reflect services, facilities and issues within 
the specific remit of local government.  Many of the issues respondents identify in the 
municipality are within the general remit of the state or federal governments. 
 

The four most common issues raised by respondents were “road maintenance and repairs” 
(13.8%), “traffic management” (10.5%), issues with “building, housing, planning and 
development” (9.8%) and “car parking” issues (7.2%). 
 

Metropolis Research notes that these four issues are often identified by respondents in other 
research as being amongst the most important issues to address in their municipality.  
Evidence of this is provided by the inclusion of comparison results from the 2018 Governing 
Melbourne research conducted independently by Metropolis Research, which includes a 
sample from each of the 31 metropolitan Melbourne municipalities.  This highlights the fact 
that issues around roads and traffic, and planning and housing development are important 
issues in many municipalities, and are by no means unique to Tasmanian municipalities.  
 

There are a small number of other issues which a comparison to the metropolitan Melbourne 
results is particularly informative, including: 
 

• “Safety, policing and crime” - Just 1.3% of respondents across Tasmania, and including 3.2% 
of respondents from the urban councils raised these issues as one of the top three issues to 
address in their municipality at the moment.  This highlights the fact that safety, policing and 
crime are not identified as significant issues for most respondents in Tasmania in 2019. 

 

• “Council governance, performance, accountability, reputation” -  these issues were raised by 
5.1% of respondents in Tasmania this year, including 7.6% in the south region and 7.6% in the 
city councils.  This is significantly higher than the 0.4% recorded for metropolitan Melbourne 
in 2018.  As has been discussed in a number of sections of this report, council governance 
related issues appear to have been quite significant in some parts of Tasmania in recent years, 
but that this has improved substantially in the last four years.  Clearly, these issues remain 
important for some in the community, despite the fact that for many respondents, there has 
been a significant improvement in the views of the community around their local council’s 
governance performance. 

 

There was some, but not on the whole statistically significant, variation in the main issues to 
address in the local municipality observed by region and type of council, as well as by 
respondent profile (including age structure, gender, and language spoken at home).  
Attention is drawn to the following: 
 

• North / Northwest – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise traffic 
management, shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment, and cycling / walking tracks and 
paths related issues. 

 

• West / Northwest – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise green 
waste collection issues. 

 



• City – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise car parking / 
enforcement, and Council governance, performance and accountability related issues. 
 

• Urban – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise public transport 
related issues. 
 

• Rural – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise road maintenance and 
repair related issues. 
 

• Young persons (aged 18 to 34 years) – respondents were somewhat more likely than average 
to raise traffic management and shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment related issues. 
 

• Adults (aged 35 to 44 years) – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise 
governance, performance and accountability, parks, gardens, and open spaces, and 
communication and consultation related issues. 
 

• Middle-aged adults (aged 45 to 59 years) – respondents were somewhat more likely than 
average to raise environment and sustainability related issues. 
 

• Multi-lingual households – respondents were somewhat more likely than average to raise 
road maintenance and repairs, car parking / enforcement, garbage, rubbish and waste, traffic 
management and public transport related issues. 
 

• Male – respondents were somewhat more likely than female respondents to raise building, 
housing, planning and development related issues. 
 

• Female – respondents were somewhat more likely than male respondents to raise car parking 
/ enforcement, green waste collection, and footpath maintenance and repair related issues. 

 



 

Top three issues to address in the municipality at the moment

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Number and percent of total respondents)

Number Percent

Road maintenance and repairs 165 13.8%

Traffic management 126 10.5%

Building, planning, housing and development 117 9.8%

Car parking (availability and enforcement) 86 7.2%

Garbage, rubbish and waste 66 5.5%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 62 5.2%

Council governance, performance, accountability, reputation 61 5.1%

Green waste collection 49 4.1%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 48 4.0%

Drains maintenance and repairs 35 2.9%

Cleanliness and maintenance of area 35 2.9%

Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment venues 32 2.7%

Public transport 30 2.5%

Sports and recreation facil ities 27 2.3%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 27 2.3%

Environment and sustainability 24 2.0%

Health and medical 22 1.8%

Employment and job creation 21 1.8%

Youth activities and services 20 1.7%

Communication and consultation 18 1.5%

Street cleaning and maintenance 18 1.5%

Community atmosphere 17 1.4%

Council rates 16 1.3%

Safety, policing and crime 16 1.3%

Children activities and services 16 1.3%

Bushfire / emergency management and prevention 15 1.3%

General infrastructure (including Internet, electricity, etc) 15 1.3%

Animal management 14 1.2%

Street trees 14 1.2%

Public toilets 13 1.1%

Lighting 13 1.1%

Water management and cost 13 1.1%

Recycling collection 10 0.8%

Local laws  (enforcement and updating) 9 0.8%

Financial issues and priorities for Council 8 0.7%

Community activities / arts and culture 8 0.7%

Other issues n.e.i 136 11.3%

Total responses

Respondents identifying at least one issue

(percent of total respondents)

1,422

772

(64.4%)

Issue
Tasmania



 

Top (24) issues to address in the local municipality at the moment by region

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Percent of total respondents)

Roads maintenance and repairs 12.5% Traffic management 16.4%

Building, planning, development 11.6% Roads maintenance and repairs 16.0%

Traffic management 9.8% Building, planning, development 8.4%

Governance, performance, accountability 7.6% Car parking / enforcement 6.9%

Garbage rubbish and waste 6.9% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 4.7%

Car parking / enforcement 6.6% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 4.4%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 6.0% Safety, policing and crime 4.0%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 5.0% Garbage rubbish and waste 4.0%

Green waste collection 4.0% Drains maintenance and repairs 3.6%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 3.4% Employment and job creation 3.3%

Drains maintenance and repairs 3.1% Environment and sustainability 3.3%

Public transport 3.1% Footpath maintenance and repairs 3.3%

Youth activities and services 2.6% Street cleaning and maintenance 2.5%

Sports and recreation facil ities 2.6% General infrastructure (e.g. Internet, electric) 2.5%

Community atmosphere / feel 2.5% Parks, gardens and open spaces 2.2%

Health and medical 2.5% Public transport 2.2%

Communication and consultation 2.1% Governance, performance, accountability 2.2%

Environment and sustainability 2.1% Public toilets 1.8%

Council rates 1.8% Water management and cost 1.8%

Bushfire / emergency management 1.6% Education and schools 1.5%

Animal management 1.5% Communication and consultation 1.5%

Street cleaning and maintenance 1.5% Bushfire / emergency management 1.5%

Children activities and facil ities 1.2% Green waste collection 1.5%

Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 1.0% Lighting 1.5%

Roads maintenance and repairs 14.8% Road maintenance and repairs 13.8%

Car parking / enforcement 9.0% Traffic management 10.5%

Green waste collection 7.4% Building, planning, development 9.8%

Building, planning, development 6.1% Car parking (availability and enforcement) 7.2%

Traffic management 6.1% Garbage, rubbish and waste 5.5%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 4.9% Footpath maintenance and repairs 5.2%

Employment and job creation 4.5% Governance, performance, accountability 5.1%

Shops, restaurants, entertainment 4.5% Green waste collection 4.1%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 3.7% Parks, gardens and open spaces 4.0%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 3.3% Drains maintenance and repairs 2.9%

Children activities and facil ities 3.3% Cleanliness and maintenance of area 2.9%

Garbage rubbish and waste 3.3% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 2.7%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 2.9% Public transport 2.5%

Communication and consultation 2.5% Sports and recreation facil ities 2.3%

Local laws (enforcement and updating) 2.0% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.3%

Recycling collection 2.0% Environment and sustainability 2.0%

Sports and recreation facil ities 2.0% Health and medical 1.8%

Water management and cost 2.0% Employment and job creation 1.8%

Drains maintenance and repairs 1.6% Youth activities and services 1.7%

Health and medical 1.6% Communication and consultation 1.5%

Street trees 1.6% Street cleaning and maintenance 1.5%

Governance, performance, accountability 1.6% Community atmosphere 1.4%

Tourism 1.6% Council rates 1.3%

Beautification of area 1.6% Safety, policing and crime 1.3%

South North / Northeast

West / Northwest Tasmania



 

Top (24) issues to address in the local municipality at the moment by type of council

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Percent of total respondents)

Roads maintenance and repairs 12.1% Roads maintenance and repairs 14.6%

Car parking / enforcement 12.0% Building, planning, development 9.1%

Traffic management 10.9% Traffic management 8.7%

Building, planning, development 9.8% Footpath maintenance and repairs 6.3%

Governance, performance, accountability 7.6% Public transport 5.1%

Garbage rubbish and waste 6.5% Garbage rubbish and waste 5.1%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 6.4% Sports and recreation facil ities 4.3%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 5.1% Green waste collection 4.0%

Green waste collection 4.5% Bushfire / emergency management 3.6%

Shops, restaurants, entertainment 4.3% Parks, gardens and open spaces 3.2%

Drains maintenance and repairs 3.3% Drains maintenance and repairs 3.2%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 3.3% Environment and sustainability 3.2%

Youth activities and services 2.8% Safety, policing and crime 3.2%

Communication and consultation 2.6% Governance, performance, accountability 3.2%

Community atmosphere / feel 2.6% Cleanliness / maintenance of area 2.4%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.2% Animal management 2.4%

Employment and job creation 2.0% Communication and consultation 2.0%

Environment and sustainability 1.7% Noise 2.0%

Council rates 1.6% Public toilets 2.0%

Public transport 1.4% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.0%

Local laws (enforcement and updating) 1.4% Street cleaning and maintenance 1.6%

Street trees 1.4% Beach, forshore, waterfront issues 1.6%

General infrastructure (e.g. Internet, electric) 1.2% Community facil ities 1.6%

Heritage 1.1% Car parking / enforcement 1.2%

Roads maintenance and repairs 16.4% Road maintenance and repairs 13.8%

Traffic management 11.2% Traffic management 10.5%

Building, planning, development 9.9% Building, planning, development 9.8%

Health and medical 6.9% Car parking (availability and enforcement) 7.2%

Garbage rubbish and waste 3.6% Garbage, rubbish and waste 5.5%

Green waste collection 3.3% Footpath maintenance and repairs 5.2%

Sports and recreation facil ities 3.3% Governance, performance, accountability 5.1%

Public transport 2.6% Green waste collection 4.1%

Children activities and facil ities 2.6% Parks, gardens and open spaces 4.0%

Street cleaning and maintenance 2.6% Drains maintenance and repairs 2.9%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.6% Cleanliness and maintenance of area 2.9%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 2.3% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 2.7%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 2.3% Public transport 2.5%

Recycling collection 2.3% Sports and recreation facil ities 2.3%

Water management and cost 2.3% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.3%

Car parking / enforcement 2.0% Environment and sustainability 2.0%

Drains maintenance and repairs 2.0% Health and medical 1.8%

Bushfire / emergency management 2.0% Employment and job creation 1.8%

Employment and job creation 2.0% Youth activities and services 1.7%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 1.6% Communication and consultation 1.5%

Lighting 1.6% Street cleaning and maintenance 1.5%

Governance, performance, accountability 1.6% Community atmosphere 1.4%

Environment and sustainability 1.3% Council rates 1.3%

Public toilets 1.3% Safety, policing and crime 1.3%

City Urban

Rural Tasmania



 
 

Top (24) issues to address in the local municipality at the moment by respondent profile Top (24) issues to address in the local municipality at the moment by respondent profile

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Percent of total respondents) (Percent of total respondents)

Roads maintenance and repairs 15.9% Roads maintenance and repairs 12.8%

Traffic management 15.9% Building, planning, and development 10.3%

Car parking / enforcement 7.9% Car parking / enforcement 7.7%

Building, planning, and development 7.9% Governance, performance, accountability 7.7%

Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 6.3% Parks, gardens and open spaces 7.7%

Green waste collection 4.8% Garbage rubbish and waste 6.4%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 3.2% Cleanliness / maintenance of area 5.1%

Public transport 3.2% Traffic management 5.1%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 3.2% Communication and consultation 5.1%

Local laws (enforcement and updating) 3.2% Drains maintenance and repairs 3.8%

Health and medical 3.2% Green waste collection 3.8%

Garbage rubbish and waste 3.2% Public transport 2.6%

Governance, performance, accountability 3.2% Employment and job creation 2.6%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 3.2% Footpath maintenance and repairs 2.6%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 1.6% Children activities and facil ities 2.6%

Drains maintenance and repairs 1.6% Sports and recreation facil ities 2.6%

Employment and job creation 1.6% Bushfire / emergency management 2.6%

Environment and sustainability 1.6% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 1.3%

Children activities and facil ities 1.6% Street cleaning and maintenance 1.3%

Heritage 1.6% Education and schools 1.3%

Safety, policing and crime 1.6% Community services 1.3%

Community atmosphere / feel 1.6% Animal management 1.3%

Recycling collection 1.6% Street trees 1.3%

Noise 1.6% General infrastructure (e.g. Internet, electric) 1.3%

Roads maintenance and repairs 16.6% Roads maintenance and repairs 15.1%

Building, planning, and development 10.5% Building, planning, and development 9.7%

Traffic management 9.5% Traffic management 9.5%

Garbage rubbish and waste 6.4% Garbage rubbish and waste 7.0%

Car parking / enforcement 6.1% Footpath maintenance and repairs 6.0%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 5.1% Car parking / enforcement 5.8%

Environment and sustainability 4.4% Green waste collection 5.2%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 4.1% Drains maintenance and repairs 5.0%

Green waste collection 3.4% Governance, performance, accountability 4.4%

Council governance, performance, account 3.4% Parks, gardens and open spaces 4.0%

Sports and recreation facil ities 3.4% Council rates 3.6%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 3.0% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.4%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 3.0% General infrastructure (e.g. Internet, electric) 2.2%

Public transport 2.7% Cleanliness / maintenance of area 2.0%

Safety, policing and crime 2.7% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 2.0%

Communication and consultation 2.7% Environment and sustainability 2.0%

Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 2.4% Sports and recreation facil ities 2.0%

Animal management 2.4% Communication and consultation 2.0%

Lighting 2.4% Street trees 2.0%

Drains maintenance and repairs 2.0% Public toilets 2.0%

Children activities and facil ities 2.0% Public transport 1.8%

Street cleaning and maintenance 2.0% Water management and cost 1.8%

Employment and job creation 1.7% Bushfire / emergency management 1.6%

Bushfire / emergency management 1.7% Lighting 1.6%

Young persons (aged 18 to 34 years) Adults (aged 35 to 44 years)

Middle-aged adults (aged 45 to 59 years) Older adults (aged 60 to 74 years)



  

Top (24) issues to address in the local municipality at the moment by respondent profile

LGAT - 2019 Community Satisfaction Survey

(Percent of total respondents)

Traffic management 7.5% Roads maintenance and repairs 21.9%

Roads maintenance and repairs 6.4% Car parking / enforcement 16.4%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 5.6% Garbage rubbish and waste 15.1%

Garbage rubbish and waste 5.3% Traffic management 15.1%

Car parking / enforcement 4.5% Building, planning, and development 9.6%

Green waste collection 4.5% Public transport 6.8%

Building, planning, and development 3.8% Parks, gardens and open spaces 5.5%

Governance, performance, accountability 3.8% Cleanliness / maintenance of area 5.5%

Drains maintenance and repairs 3.0% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 5.5%

Employment and job creation 2.3% Drains maintenance and repairs 4.1%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 2.3% Employment and job creation 4.1%

Public toilets 2.3% Footpath maintenance and repairs 4.1%

Public transport 1.9% Green waste collection 4.1%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 1.9% Sports and recreation facil ities 4.1%

Education and schools 1.5% Multicultural issues 2.7%

Health and medical 1.1% Elderly persons activities and services 1.4%

Street cleaning and maintenance 1.1% Bushfire / emergency management 1.4%

Sports and recreation facil ities 1.1% Children activities and facil ities 1.4%

Communication and consultation 1.1% Lighting 1.4%

Street trees 1.1% Pollution 1.4%

Elderly persons activities and services 1.1% Financial issues and priorities 1.4%

Council rates 1.1% Animal management 1.4%

Pollution 1.1% Governance, performance, accountability 1.4%

Disability services and activities 1.1% Water management and cost 1.4%

Roads maintenance and repairs 12.3% Roads maintenance and repairs 14.3%

Building, planning, and development 10.9% Traffic management 9.4%

Traffic management 8.7% Car parking / enforcement 7.0%

Garbage rubbish and waste 5.5% Garbage rubbish and waste 6.8%

Car parking / enforcement 4.4% Green waste collection 6.7%

Governance, performance, accountability 4.2% Building, planning, and development 6.5%

Parks, gardens and open spaces 4.1% Footpath maintenance and repairs 6.1%

Footpath maintenance and repairs 3.9% Governance, performance, accountability 4.1%

Drains maintenance and repairs 3.1% Parks, gardens and open spaces 4.0%

Cleanliness / maintenance of area 2.9% Drains maintenance and repairs 4.0%

Council rates 2.8% Communication and consultation 2.4%

Public transport 2.6% Sports and recreation facil ities 2.4%

Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.4% Cycling / walking tracks and paths 2.3%

Environment and sustainability 2.2% Employment and job creation 2.1%

Financial issues and priorities for Coun 2.0% Environment and sustainability 2.1%

Green waste collection 1.8% Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainment 2.1%

Public toilets 1.8% Public transport 1.8%

Street trees 1.8% Cleanliness / maintenance of area 1.7%

Sports and recreation facil ities 1.8% Bushfire / emergency management 1.7%

Communication and consultation 1.7% Lighting 1.7%

Street cleaning and maintenance 1.7% Safety, policing and crime 1.7%

General infrastructure (including intern 1.7% Council rates 1.5%

Shops, restaurants, bars and entertainme 1.7% Public toilets 1.5%

Water management and cost 1.7% General infrastructure (e.g. Internet, electric) 1.5%

Senior citizens (aged 75 years and over) Multi-lingual households

Males Females



Population growth 
 
Respondents were asked: 
 

“Planning for population growth or decline is a shared responsibility between local and state 
government.  On a scale from 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest), can you please rate your satisfaction with 

the following?” 

 
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with two aspects around population 
growth, firstly the change in population in their municipality in the last four years and 
secondly their satisfaction with planning for population growth by local and state 
government. 
 
On average, respondents across Tasmania rated satisfaction with the change in population in 
their municipality at 6.80 out of ten, or a “good” level of satisfaction, whilst their satisfaction 
with state and local government planning for population change was rated measurably lower 
at 6.16, or a “solid” level. 
 
It is interesting to note that whilst most respondents were at least somewhat satisfied with 
the change in population in their municipality in the last four years, on average respondents 
were measurably and significantly less satisfied with local and state government planning for 
population change.  On its face, this result suggests that the community is less concerned with 
the change in population, and more concerned with how the change in population is 
managed, particularly in relation to the provision of services and development of appropriate 
infrastructure (such as roads and public transport, but also community and health services). 
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Almost half (45.1%) of the respondents were very satisfied (i.e. rating satisfaction at eight or 
more) with the change in population in their local municipality in the last four years, and one-
third (33.4%) were very satisfied with state and local government planning for population 
change. 
 
A little less than one-sixth (15.0%) of respondents were dissatisfied with the change in 
population in their local municipality in the last four years, and more than one-fifth (22.7%) 
were dissatisfied with state and local government planning for population change. 

 

 
 
 

Change in population in local municipality in the last four years 

 
There was no statistically significant variation in satisfaction with the change in population in 
the respondents’ local municipality observed across the state of Tasmania by region or type 
of council.   
 
Respondents in all three regions and all council types rated satisfaction as “good”. 
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Consistent with the “good” levels of average satisfaction with the change in population over 
the last four years, approximately half of the respondents in each region and type of council 
were very satisfied with the change in population.   
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There was also no statistically significant variation in satisfaction observed by respondent 
profile, although attention is drawn to the fact that middle-aged adults (aged 45 to 59 years) 
were notably, albeit not measurably less satisfied than other respondents. 
 
The fact that middle-aged adults are the least satisfied with population change is a consistent 
result observed by Metropolis Research elsewhere over many years.  This result reinforces 
the view that it is middle-aged and often older adults as well who tend to be the least satisfied 
with many aspects, particularly those around town planning, new housing development, and 
population change. 

 

 
 

Satisfaction with local and state government planning for population change 

 
There was measurable and significant variation in satisfaction with state and local 
government planning for population growth observed across the state of Tasmania, as 
follows: 
 

• Rural, North / Northeast and North / Northwest councils – rated satisfaction measurably and 
significantly higher than the state average and at “good” levels. 

 

• City and South councils – rated satisfaction measurably and significantly lower than the state 
average and at “poor” levels. 
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Particular attention is drawn to the fact that more than one-quarter of respondents from the 
south region and city councils were dissatisfied with planning for population change by local 
and state government.  Respondents in the south and city councils were almost twice as likely 
to be dissatisfied with planning for population change, as they were to be dissatisfied with 
the actual change in their local municipality in the last four years.   
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Housing in your municipality 
 

Respondents were asked: 
 

“On a scale from 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest), can you please rate your satisfaction with the following 
aspects about housing in your municipality?” 

 
Respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with two aspects about housing in 
their local municipality; namely the availability of housing that suits their needs and the 
affordability of housing. 
 
Satisfaction with both these aspects of housing were rated at levels best categorised as 
“extremely poor”, with scores of 5.08 and 5.00 respectively. 
 
Consistent with these very low levels of average satisfaction, less than one-quarter of 
respondents were very satisfied with these two aspects of housing (i.e. rating satisfaction at 
eight or more), whilst more than forty percent were dissatisfied (i.e. rating satisfaction at less 
than five). 
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Satisfaction with the availability of housing that meets community needs 

 
There was statistically significant variation in satisfaction with the availability of housing that 
meets community needs observed across the state, as follows: 
 

• Northwest / West – respondents were measurably more satisfied with the availability of 
housing than the state average and at a “poor” level. 

 

• South – respondents were measurably less satisfied with the availability of housing than the 
state average. 
 

These modest average satisfaction scores are reflected in the breakdown of percentages.  
Whilst approximately one-quarter (24.3%) of respondents across Tasmania were very 
satisfied with the availability of housing that meets community needs, it is noted that almost 
half (43.1%) were dissatisfied with the availability of housing. 
 
This is particularly evident in the city (46.9%) and south region (51.1%) councils, where 
approximately half of the respondents were dissatisfied, compared to approximately one-
fifth who were very satisfied with the availability of housing. 
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Satisfaction with the affordability of housing 

 
There was measurable and significant variation in satisfaction with the affordability of housing 
observed across the state, as follows: 
 

• North / Northeast, North / Northeast, and Rural – respondents were measurably and 
significantly more satisfied with housing affordability than the state average, although at 
“poor” levels. 

 

• City and South – respondents were measurably and significantly less satisfied with housing 
affordability than the state average and at “extremely poor” levels.  Approximately half of the 
respondents were dissatisfied. 

 
Metropolis Research notes that satisfaction scores of less than five out of ten are quite rare 
and reflect significant community dissatisfaction.  It is clear from these results that issues with 
housing affordability are a significant issue across the state, however it is decidedly more 
intense in specific municipalities.   
 
The average for the three councils that are city councils in the south region (Hobart, 
Glenorchy, and Clarence) was 4.24 out of ten.  This included Glenorchy (3.80), Hobart (4.14), 
and Clarence (4.76).   
 
Other individual councils to record very low levels of satisfaction with housing affordability 
include Brighton (35 respondents average of 3.6), Huon Valley (30 at 4.5), Devonport (49 at 
4.6), and Sorell (41 at 4.6).  The small sample size for these councils should be borne in mind, 
however clearly there are likely to be significant community concerns about housing 
affordability in these municipalities. 
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Consistent with many other results in this report, it was middle-aged respondents (aged 45 
to 59 years) who were the least satisfied with housing affordability, although they were not 
measurably less satisfied.  It is also noted that female respondents were measurably less 
satisfied with housing affordability than male respondents. 
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Safety in public areas 
 

Respondents were asked: 
 

“On a scale of 0 (lowest) to 10 (highest), how safe do you feel in the public areas in your local area?” 

 
Respondents were asked to rate their perception of safety in the public areas of the their local 
area during the day, at night, and in and around their local shopping area. 
 
The average perception of safety out of ten is outlined in the following graph.  Clearly the 
perception of safety during the day and in and around the local shopping area are both very 
high, with average scores of more than eight out of ten.  As is expected, the perception of 
safety in the public areas of the local area at night is clearly measurably lower than the 
perception of safety during the day. 
 
This high perception of safety reflects the fact that just 1.3% of respondents identified “safety, 
policing and crime issues” as one of the top three issues to address in their municipality at 
the moment.   
 

 
 

Consistent with these high average perception of safety scores, more than four-fifths of 
respondents reported that they feel  “very safe” (i.e. rating safety at eight or more) in the 
public areas of their local area during the day, or in and around their local shopping area.   
Conversely less than four percent of respondents felt unsafe in these areas. 
 
Whilst the perception of safety in the publica areas of the local area at night was measurably 
lower than the perception of safety during the day, it is noted that almost two-thirds (63.2%) 
of respondents felt very safe at night, and 10.4% felt unsafe in the public areas of their local 
area at night. 
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Perception of safety in public areas of the local area during the day 

 
There was no statistically significant (at the 95% confidence level) variation in the average 
perception of safety in the public areas of the local area during the day observed across the 
state, by region or type of council. 
 
It is noted however that respondents from the rural councils felt somewhat more safe in the 
public local areas during the day than respondents from the city councils. 
 
There was no statistically significant variation in the perception of safety in the local public 
areas during the day observed by respondents’ age structure or gender. 
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Perception of safety of public areas of the local area at night 

 
There was measurable variation in the perception of safety in the public local areas at night 
observed across the state, as respondents from the rural councils felt on average measurably 
safer in public at night than the state-wide average. 
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There was measurable variation in the perception of safety in public areas at night observed 
by respondent profile, as follows: 
 

• Senior citizens (aged 75 years and over) – respondents felt measurably more safe in local 
public areas at night than the state-wide average.   

 

• Gender - female respondents on average felt measurably and significantly (5.1%) less safe in 
public areas at night than male respondents.  
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Perception of safety in and around local shopping area 
 

There was measurable variation in the perception of safety in and around the local shopping 
area observed across the state, with respondents from the rural councils feeling measurably 
more safe in and around their local shopping area than the state-wide average. 
 

 
 

There was also some measurable variation in this result observed by age structure, with senior 
citizens (aged 75 years and over) feeling measurably more safe than the average.  There was 
no statistically significant variation in this result observed by gender. 
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