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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY       

This report presents the findings of the biennial Central Highlands Regional Council 

Community Survey (CHRCS). The survey was conducted for the fourth consecutive time by the 

Population Research Laboratory at Central Queensland University. A total of 428 respondents 

participated in the telephone survey in 2016 (calculated response rate of 51%). 

This survey and report have been commissioned by the Central Highlands Regional Council 

(CHRC). The findings of the survey will assist Council to continue the practice of examining 

community perceptions of CHRC and satisfaction levels with existing services and facilities 

along with issues relating to general community wellbeing. Due to the compatibility of 

questionnaires used from 2008-2014, comparisons with previous results are offered where 

possible. 

Community Satisfaction 

Despite some challenging years, the findings of the 2016 survey show a high level of 

contentment among residents, with virtually all respondents declaring that they enjoy living 

in the region. Half of all respondents report that they are involved with various local 

organisations or clubs and currently volunteer their time with local organisations. These 

results are stable when compared to previous years. 

Satisfaction with the characteristics of the community had improved overall from 2014. 

Characteristics such as the safety of the area, friendliness of the people and suitability for 

raising children were some of the most highly rated. The perceived community instability that 

was evident in the 2014 survey findings improved somewhat in 2016. When asked about 

other particular characteristics of the region that should be highlighted some respondents 

commented on the impacts of the mining downturn and the lack of some services. However 

many mentioned the relaxed and peaceful atmosphere, friendliness of people and the 

region’s natural attractions.  

The safe and relaxed lifestyle, proximity to larger centres, community spirit and family 

friendliness were commonly mentioned when respondents were asked about what they feel 

are the best things about living in the area. When asked what they feel is the worst thing 



 
 

about living in the area the more common responses relate to the current mining downturn 

and lack of employment, impact of FIFO and DIDO and the high cost of living. Other common 

responses include the high cost of living (including rates), distance and remoteness from other 

areas and lack of leisure and recreational activities.  

If able to change one thing about the region many respondents would opt for such things as  

improved roads, greater access to health and medical services, lowering the rates and 

improving employment prospects and job security. 

Rates and the Provision of Services 

A little over a quarter of all respondents (27%) assert that the current rates offer value for 

money and fewer see the current rate charges as reasonable (20%). Rate value perceptions 

have improved since 2014, however the perception that the rates are not reasonable is 

relatively unchanged. When given the option though, most respondents would choose to 

remain with the status quo rather than reduce their services in exchange for lower rates. As 

in previous years, respondents generally felt that rural areas, elderly and youth are the most 

disadvantaged by the current provision of services in the region.  

Overall, the majority of respondents remain satisfied with the level of community facilities 

available to them (67%). Those who are not satisfied state this is mainly due to the need to 

travel for some services and maintenance needs being unmet. A high proportion of 

respondents (75%) are satisfied with their area’s general appearance and presentation. 

Suggestions for improving the appearance of towns in the region include upkeep/upgrade to 

roads, curbs and guttering, improvements in general cleanliness and improvements to parks 

and greenery. 

Satisfaction with Facilities and Services 

Satisfaction with wide-ranging services of importance to the community including 

public/community transport, health, education, disability care, aged care and child care was 

also examined.  It was emphasised that whilst these services may not necessarily be Council 

responsibility, their impact on the community was important. The level of satisfaction with all 

items had risen from 2014, particularly in the areas of health services, disability care and aged 



 
 

care (however satisfaction was still below 50% on these items). Satisfaction with education 

was highest (74%), whilst public transportation was by far the least pleasing with a large 

proportion of respondents (69%) deeming it to be unsatisfactory. 

Satisfaction with particular aspects of infrastructure in the region was generally acceptable 

and stable when results were compared to previous years, with the exception of two main 

issues; roads and flood mitigation. Rural roads (both sealed and gravel) still hold highest 

proportion of respondents stating that they are not satisfied (>44%).  Rubbish collection and 

sewerage receive the highest proportion of respondents stating that they are satisfied (>80%). 

As seen in previous years, satisfaction with community lifestyle facilities and services varied 

somewhat, but was generally at an acceptable level. Environmental protection held the 

highest proportion of respondents stating that they are dissatisfied (approx. 26%).   

Satisfaction remained high in regard to libraries and information services.  Satisfaction with 

issues related to the management of the region had improved somewhat since 2014, 

particularly in the areas of economic development and local employment.  

Environmental Issues 

The percentage of respondents who perceived that there are environmental problems in their 

area declined somewhat in 2016 from the 2014 findings. When asked to specify the types of 

environmental problems/issues experienced, the most common responses were generally 

related to weed control/noxious weeds, coal mine pollution and coal dust, chemical spraying 

and runoff, water supply and feral pests. Support to subsidise more recycling activities 

declined from 2014, with less than 30% of respondents stating they would be willing to do so 

through rate payments or other methods. A higher proportion of respondents (47%) 

supported the cost of water infrastructure upgrades in particular being passed on to 

ratepayers. 

The number of respondents who employ several methods to conserve water remained stable. 

The majority of respondents (48%) also support a limit on water consumption across the 

region. Respondents stated that they generally feel well informed about recycling practices 

and recycle most if not all appropriate materials.  



 
 

Perceptions of Local Government 

The proportion of respondents who feel that the local government is doing its best to look 

after all the communities in the region has fluctuated somewhat from its highest level in 2008. 

The 2016 result saw a slight improvement on the 2014 findings with a little over half of all 

respondents stating they feel that the local government is doing its best to look after all 

communities. Half of all respondents feel that the local government has a good knowledge of 

local issues and what local communities want, while slightly less felt that the local government 

effectively represents the needs of their community (44%). These figures have also improved 

slightly from 2014. 

Satisfaction with Council  

Satisfaction with engagement and communications was virtually unchanged from 2014 

findings. Again, satisfaction was highest in regard to customer service and information 

services (73%). Consulting with and responding to the community remained the least 

satisfactory aspects of council communications (<34%). Approximately 80% of respondents 

report feeling satisfied with the CHRC overall, and this result is an improvement on the 2014 

finding. 

The majority of respondents are satisfied with the Councillors they had dealt with directly 

(83%) and most feel that their local Councillors were equally or more dedicated to serving the 

community than state or federal parliamentarians (74%). Almost all respondents (93%) 

continue to assert that it is important to have a CHRC Councillor residing in their local area. 

These figures were relatively stable from previous years. 

Contact and Communication with Council 

As in previous years, a large proportion of respondents had contacted or visited a Council 

office in the past twelve months (72%) and most stated that their query or business had been 

adequately resolved or answered and that they found Council office staff to be courteous and 

helpful (>80%). Fewer respondents have had dealings with other Council employees (besides 

those in the Council Office) in the past twelve months, however almost all state that the staff 

they dealt with were courteous and helpful.  When asked to rate the CHRC’s effectiveness in 



 
 

handling queries and complaints over half of all respondents rate them as excellent or good, 

with only a small proportion giving a poor rating (14%). 

Over half of all respondents claim they would like to receive more information and feedback 

on CHRC activities (relatively unchanged from 2014). The most popular means for receiving 

information continued to be the use of a letter-box drop and newspaper articles. Most 

notably, the proportion of respondents who prefer to receive information about council via 

social media more than doubled from 2014 to 2016.  The proportion of respondents who have 

accessed the Council’s website remains stable, with the current figure of over sixty percent 

more than doubling the usage reported in 2008. 

Housing attitudes 

The majority of respondents who took part in the 2016 survey own their home (including 

mortgages). Of those respondents who do not own their home, a little over a third responded 

that they are interested in purchasing a house or unit in the Central Highlands region, which 

was consistent with the 2014 finding. Housing affordability was seen as much less of an issue 

than in previous years, with current concerns more focused on perceived instability in the 

employment and housing markets. 
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Background 

The Central Highlands Regional Council area spans approximately 60,000 square kilometres and is 

located in Central Queensland, Australia.  The main communities of the Central Highlands region are 

Arcadia Valley, Bauhinia, Blackwater, Bluff, Capella, Comet, Dingo, Duaringa, Emerald (Gindie and 

Fernlees), the Gemfields (Anakie, Bogantungan, Rubyvale, Sapphire and Willows), Rolleston, 

Springsure and Tieri. The region boasts a diverse economy which includes coal and sapphire mining, 

cattle grazing, dry-land and irrigated crop production.  

 

Figure 1: Central Highlands Regional Council Area 

 

CQUniversity’s Population Research Laboratory (PRL) has collaborated with the Central Highlands 

Regional Council to design and conduct Community Satisfaction Surveys on a biennial basis since 2008.  

The survey aims to provide assistance to the Central Highlands Regional Council as it continues its 

endeavours to improve services and service delivery to an expanding and changing community. 

Surveys of this nature also provide residents with valuable opportunities to participate in meaningful 

feedback, and feel engaged in the decisions affecting their community. 
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The primary objectives of the Central Highlands Regional Council (CHRC) Survey are defined as: 

 
Figure 2: Survey objectives 

 

The 2016 Central Highlands Regional Council Survey was administered during the month of December 

by the Population Research Laboratory at CQUniversity Australia (Rockhampton campus).  The survey 

was promoted within the region primarily via social media. 

This report describes the sampling design and data collection procedures used in the 2016 CHRC 

Survey and furthermore, presents the overall results and offers brief discussion of the findings. 

 

  

Providing information which will improve Council’s 
understanding of the needs of residents in the region

Providing specific feedback to the CHRC about community 
satisfaction with current services and facilities

Identifying particular areas of concern in the community that 
may be addressed with improved services

Providing information on current perceptions of local 
government and the performance of the CHRC
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Sampling Design 

The Central Highlands Regional Council area was defined as the broad sample area. To permit the 

analysis a minimum sample size of 400 for the region was deemed necessary. The sample was drawn 

to approximately resemble the population distribution within the region, encompassing the thirteen 

main communities.   

1) Blackwater/Duaringa area, including towns of Blackwater, Bluff, Duaringa, Bauhinia, Dingo, 

and surrounding areas and rural localities. 

2) Capella/Tieri area, including towns of Capella, Tieri and surrounding areas and rural localities. 

3) Emerald/Gemfields area, including towns of Emerald, Sapphire, Rubyvale, Comet, Anakie, 

Gindie, Gemfields and surrounding areas and rural localities. 

4) Springsure/Rolleston area, including towns of Springsure, Rolleston and surrounding areas 

and rural localities including Arcadia Valley. 

The final sample breakdown is shown below in Table 1. As can be seen, the final sample distribution 

resembles the population distribution across the Central Highlands region. It should be noted that this 

information is based on respondent’s self-reported nearest town, and respondents may be more likely 

to nominate Emerald due to its prominence, rather than other smaller towns (particularly in the 

Capella/Tieri area). 

Table 1: Geographic sample breakdown 

 

The target population designated for telephone interviewing was all persons 18 years of age or older 

who, at the time of the survey, were living in a dwelling unit in the Central Highlands Regional Council 

area that could be contacted by direct-dialled, land-based telephone service.   

  

Sub-sample Area Final Sample # Final Sample % Population % 

Blackwater/Duaringa area 70 17% 24% 

Capella/Tieri area 20 5% 11% 

Emerald/Gemfields area 288 66% 57% 

Springsure/Rolleston area 50 12% 8% 

TOTAL 428 100% 100% 
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(1)
Selection of households

(2)
Selection of adult respondent 

within each household

A two-stage selection process was used: 

 

  
 
 
Figure 3: Selection process 

A random selection approach was used to ensure that all respondents had an equal chance to be 

contacted.  The survey sample was drawn from a database of randomly generated telephone numbers 

(random digit dialling/RDD defined by postode) by using a computer program to select, with 

replacement, a simple random sample.  Within the household, one eligible person was selected as the 

respondent for the interview. 

The Survey Instrument 

The questionnaire was developed primarily by the Community Planning and Engagement division of 

the CHRC, in collaboration with the PRL and after consultation with wider Council.  The questionnaire 

contained a mix of closed, scaled-response questions and open-ended questions to gather both 

quantitative and qualitative information. Many of the questions were replicated from previous CHRC 

surveys (to allow for comparisons). At the request of CHRC no changes were made from the 2014 

questionnaire in 2016.  

The survey instrument consisted of three components: 1    

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Survey instrument components 

                                                           
1See Appendix A for the subject areas included in the survey instrument. 

Standardised introduction

Substantive questions 
which reflect the specific 

research interests of CHRC

Demographic questions
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Data Collection 

The 2016 CHRC Survey was administered through the twenty-station CATI (Computer-Assisted 

Telephone Interviewing)2 system installed on a local area network at the PRL.  This system facilitates 

the exchange of information among interviewing PC stations and supervisor stations linked via a file 

server during the data collection period.  Supervisors monitor call dispositions, field edit, validate and 

accumulate data for analysis.  

Following the pre-test, an electronic questionnaire was modified for the main data collection. The 

sample database was loaded into the CATI system which then randomly allocates telephone numbers 

to the interviewing stations. The question text and instructions were presented on the computer 

screen to the interviewer who asked questions of the respondent over the telephone and then 

entered the given responses into the computer.  CATI features such as the automatic routing of 

questions and built-in checks for inconsistencies and wildcodes eliminated additional field editing.  

Since the interviewers keyed the responses directly into the computers, a continual monitoring of the 

closed-ended responses was possible.   

The interviewing began on Wednesday 30 November, 2016 and was completed on Friday 9 December, 

2016.  All of the data collection was conducted from the Population Research Laboratory at 

CQUniversity.  Interviews were conducted between the hours of 10:30am to 2:30pm; and 4:30pm to 

8:30pm, Monday through Friday and from 12:00pm to 4:00pm on Saturday and Sunday3.   

If the interviewers were unsuccessful in establishing contact on their first call, a minimum of five call-

back attempts was made before declaring a telephone number as "no contact."  Upon making contact, 

interviewers identified themselves and then asked the screening questions for selecting the 

respondent.   

The average completed interview length was 31 minutes. A total of 428 interviews were completed 

during the survey period. 

  

                                                           
2The Ci3 Win CATI System is a PC-based product of Sawtooth Technologies, Illinois. 
3 In compliance with the ACMA Industry Standard for Research Calls, 2007 
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Quality Assurance 

Rigorous quality assurance (QA) processes are employed by the Population Research Laboratory to 

ensure the integrity of the data collected. As part of the QA program within the PRL special training of 

the staff was undertaken. A Supervisors’ briefing was also conducted. Prior to the commencement of 

data collection the survey instrument was trialled and the data examined. All PRL staff involved in the 

study were required to sign a Confidentiality Statement before the commencement of data collection. 

Feedback was sought on the final version of the survey instrument from varies sectors within the CHRC.  

The data was regularly monitored during the data collection period. Regular data backups were made 

and the data was stored at two secure locations. Daily assessments were made of the data collection 

progress.  

A Supervisors’ electronic log book was maintained in order to facilitate discussion and permit prompt 

action of any potentially adverse situations that arose.   

Response Rate 

The reporting of response rates as indicators of quality and representativeness for population based 

surveys is an important tool that allows for comparisons between surveys. The response rate is a 

calculated percentage representing the number of people participating in the survey either with a 

completed or partially completed interview divided by the number of eligible people selected in the 

sample. The numerator is the number of completed or partially completed interviews and the 

denominator includes the completed and partially completed interviews, the refusals, the sample not 

contacted, and other households from within the sample frame. The calculations for the survey 

response rate are shown below. 

 

RR6 =                   Complete Interviews + Partial Interviews                     

              (Complete + Partial) + (Refusal + Non Contact + Other)  

 

RR6 =                  428 + 4   

                    (428+2) + (234+178+10) 

The Response Rate for the 2016 CHRC Survey was 50.5% 
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Estimated Sampling Error 

The sampling error is a measure of the validity of the descriptive statistics that are observed in a 

sample.  The estimated sampling error, at the 95% confidence level, for the Central Highlands Regional 

Council area sample of 428 households and a 50/50 binomial percentage distribution is plus or minus 

4.7 percentage points.   

 

The following formula was used to calculate the sampling error for the total sample at a 95% 

confidence level for the 2016 CHRC Survey:  

1.96 x √.5 x .5  = 1.96 x √.000584112 = 1.96 x .024168409 = 0.047370081 

                  428 

The estimated sampling error, at the 95% confidence level for sub-areas of the sample is displayed 

below in Table 2. Due to the smaller sample sizes in each sub-sample area, the associated sampling 

error is much greater therefore separate analysis of each sub-sample should be viewed with caution. 

As the final survey sample resembles the proportions of the population and has a statistically robust 

sample size (and therefore smaller sampling error), analysis of the sample as a whole provides a 

credible and reliable measure of regional opinion and sentiment. 

 

Table 2: Sub-sample Estimated Sampling Error 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Sub-sample Final Sample # Estimated Sampling Error 

Blackwater/Duaringa area 70 +/- 11.7% 

Capella/Tieri area 20 +/- 21.9% 

Emerald/Gemfields area 288 +/- 5.7% 

Springsure/Rolleston area 50 +/- 13.8% 

Total CHRC Survey Sample 428 +/- 4.7% 
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Demographic Profile 

The basic demographic profile of respondents is displayed below in Table 3. Demographic variables 

are presented in more detail in Section 9 of the report.  

 

Table 3: Demographic Profile 
 

DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY SAMPLE 2016 

GENDER  

Male 36.9 

Female 63.1 

AGE CATEGORY  

<  45 years 29.9 

≥ 45 years 70.1 

MARITAL STATUS  

Single 5.6 

Widowed 3.7 

Separated/Divorced 4.2 

Married/De facto 85.8 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  

Employed 74.3 

Not employed (retired, home duties, etc) 25.7 

HOME OWNERSHIP  

Own 84.3 

Rent 6.5 

Other (company housing, etc) 8.9 

YEARS LIVING IN REGION  

Less than 1 year 0.7 

1 - 3 years 1.2 

3 - 5 years 4.7 

5 - 10 years 12.4 

Over 10 years 81.1 

COUNTRY OF BIRTH  

Australia 88.3 
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Final Data 

The data was tabulated, cleaned and analysed using the SPSS4 Version 22 statistical package.  The data 

cleaning process included wildcode, discrepant value, and consistency checks.  The resultant data set 

contains 428 cases with a total of 148 variables (excluding computed and re-coded variables) for each 

case (partial data for a further 2 cases has not been included in the final data set).  Analysis was 

performed using a variety of univariate and cross-tabulation tests. 

 

 

  

                                                           
4 SPSS Inc., an IBM Company. 

 
Figure 5: Population Research Laboratory Telephone Interviewing Team 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

Section 1: Locality 

The first substantive section of the survey established the respondent’s locality and more detailed 

information relating to their residency. As can be seen below in Table 4 and as previously discussed in 

the Sampling Design section (page 12), the final survey sample was closely proportionate to the 

region’s population distribution and included both larger towns and smaller centres. It was noted that 

respondents residing in rural areas (approximately 33% of the sample) tended to routinely identify 

larger towns as being their nearest town, which may have resulted in larger percentages of 

respondents nominating towns such as Emerald and Blackwater, rather than smaller towns or centres 

in these areas which may have in fact been geographically closer. 

QLOC1: What is the name of the town or community centre you live in or your nearest town? 

Table 4: Locality (QLOC1) 
 

LOCALITY Sample 
(N) 

2016 
 (%) 

Bauhinia  1  

Blackwater 63  

Bluff 3  

Dingo 1  

Duaringa 2  

Total Blackwater/Duaringa area 70 17% 

Capella 12  

Tieri 8  

Total Capella/Tieri area 20 5% 

Anakie 2  

Comet 1  

Emerald 281  

Rubyvale 1  

Willows Gemfields 3  

Total Emerald/Gemfields area 288 66% 

Rolleston 4  

Springsure 46  

Total Springsure/Rolleston area 50 12% 

Central Highlands Region 428  
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QLOC1c: Is this your PRIMARY place of residence? 

All respondents were then asked if their nominated town was their primary place of residence. Only 

a small number of respondents (5 respondents or 1.2%) stated that this was not their primary place 

of residence. Other residency was varied, and included places such as Gracemere and Rockhampton.  

Table 5: Primary place of residence (QLOC1c) 
 

PRIMARY PLACE OF RESIDENCE N % 

Yes, primary place of residence 423 98.8 

No, other primary residence 5 1.2 

Total 428 100.0 

 

QLOC1e: Are you a rural landholder, or do you live in a rural area of the region? 

Respondents were also asked if they were a rural landholder, or lived in a rural area (outside of major 

towns) of the region. Approximately a third of all respondents (33%) stated that they had a rural 

residence.  

Table 6: Rural landholder or rural residency (QLOC1e) 
 

RURAL LANDHOLDER OR RESIDENCE N % 

Yes, rural landholder or rural resident 140 32.7 

No, not rural 287 67.1 

Total 428 100.0 
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QLOC2: How long have you lived in the Central Highlands Region? 

Respondents were then asked how long they had resided in the Central Highlands region. As can be 

seen below, the majority of respondents (81%) had resided in the region for over 10 years, and there 

were fewer short-term residents than had been reported in previous years.  

 
Table 7: Current length of residency 2008 -2016 (QLOC2) 

 

CURRENT LENGTH OF RESIDENCY 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012  
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Less than 1 year 4.8 3.2 3.6 1.6 0.7 

1 to 3 years 10.3 7.3 5.9 3.0 1.2 

3 to 5 years 9.9 6.9 4.8 6.1 4.7 

5 to 10 years 15.5 16.6 15.4 18.7 12.4 

Over 10 years 59.5 65.7 70.2 70.6 81.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 6: Current length of residency 2008-2016 (QLOC2) 
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Figure 7: Current length of residency by area (QLOC2) 
 

QLOC3: How long do you think you will continue to live in the region? 

The majority of respondents (44%) stated that they intend to reside in the Central Highlands region 

for the rest of their lives. A small proportion of respondents (6%) were undecided on this issue.  

Further analysis of the data reveals that those respondents who have resided in the region for over 

ten years are more likely to respond that they intend to reside in the region for the rest of their lives, 

whereas those respondents who have resided in the region for a shorter length of time (particularly 

less than 1 year) are more likely to respond that they intend to remain for a period of 5 years or less.   

Table 8: Expected length of residency 2008-2016 (QLOC3) 
 

EXPECTED LENGTH OF 
RESIDENCY 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012  
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(% 

Less than 1 year 5.2 3.0 5.0 4.4 4.7 

1 to 3 years 8.4 8.9 8.8 11.9 7.2 

3 to 5 years 9.6 11.9 12.3 12.9 10.5 

5 to 10 years 14.3 14.0 18.9 14.5 15.9 

10 to 20 years 11.7 13.0 11.8 12.1 11.0 

The rest of my life 43.2 43.0 37.9 34.8 44.2 

Unsure/undecided 7.5 6.2 5.2 9.4 6.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Figure 8: Expected length of residency 2008-2016 (QLOC3) 
 

 

 

Figure 9: Expected length of residency by area (QLOC3) 
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QLOC4: Overall, do you enjoy living in the Central Highlands region? 

As can be seen below, a resounding proportion of respondents (93%) replied that they do indeed enjoy 

living in the Central Highlands region. This figure was relatively unchanged from the results of previous 

years.  

Table 9: Enjoy living in the region 2008-2016 (QLOC4) 
 

ENJOY LIVING IN THE 
REGION 

2008 
(%) 

2010  
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 94.3 95.0 94.3 93.0 93.2 

No 4.6 4.8 5.3 6.3 6.5 

Unsure/Undecided 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

 

 
Figure 10: Enjoy living in the region 2008-2016 (QLOC4) 

 
 

  

94.3

4.6

95

4.8

94.3

5.3

93

6.3

93.2

6.5

Yes No

Enjoy living in the region 2008-2016

2008

2010

2012

2014

2016



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 25 of 92 
 

 

Figure 11: Enjoy living in the region by area (QLOC4) 
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As can be seen in Table 10, most items received reasonable or high levels of satisfaction. The highest 
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Table 10: Community Satisfaction 2008-2016 (QCS1-QCS10, QCS14) 
 

COMMUNITY SATISFACTION 
2008 (%) 

VERY MUCH 
MOSTLY  

2010 (%) 
VERY MUCH 

MOSTLY 

2012 (%)  
VERY MUCH 

MOSTLY 

2014 (%) VERY 
MUCH 

MOSTLY 

2016 (%) 
VERY MUCH  

MOSTLY 

The people are friendly 87.4 89.2 86.8 87.6 89.5 

It's a safe place to live 92.0 90.3 87.7 90.4 89.5 

There's a good mix of people 86.3 86.6 80.7 79.4 82.5 

There's a good mix of age groups 73.5 76.9 77.0 75.9 79.9 

It's a good place to bring up kids 88.6 84.2 88.2 87.7 88.8 

It's a stable community 75.3 71.9 64.7 39.3 52.1 

It's a relaxed lifestyle 79.7 79.5 78.3 77.3 77.8 

There's a high involvement with sport 65.1 56.2 54.2 69.7 70.6 

There's convenient access to other centres 54.0 49.5 60.3 49.3 54.0 

There's a country town/rural life aspect 76.8 74.5 70.0 74.6 77.3 

Has a distinct character, is a special place 58.2 57.2 55.0 48.6 56.3 
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Figure 12: Community Satisfaction 2008-2016 (QCS1-QCS10, QCS14) 
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Figure 13: Community Satisfaction by area (QCS1-QCS10, QCS14) 
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QCS11: Are there any other characteristics of the area that should be highlighted? 

Respondents were asked if there were characteristics of the area that they felt should be highlighted. 

Frequently mentioned was the relaxed lifestyle, the landscape and natural attractions of the region 

and the tourist destinations. Some of the most common responses related to the downturn that has 

been experienced in the mining industry and the resulting impacts to the towns such as financial 

instability, unemployment and people leaving the area. The lack of recreational activities and services 

for the elderly and disabled were other pertinent issues. The responses have been summarised below 

in Figure 14. The full open-ended responses to this question can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Figure 14: Other characteristics of the region (QCS11) 
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QCS12: What do you feel is the BEST thing about living in your area? 

Respondents were then asked what they felt was the best thing about living in the area. Common 

responses included relaxed pace of life and the peace and quiet. Community safety and friendly people 

were also commonly mentioned, as was the community spirit and willingness to support others. Also 

mentioned was the availability of services and employment. 

The responses have been summarised below in Figure 15. The full open-ended responses to this 

question can be found in Appendix C. 

“It's been great bringing up our children, it's the community. Everyone's been so friendly.” 

“It's safe, friendly, convenient (ease of being close to town) and it's pleasant” 

“Peaceful, quiet - easy parking to shopping, close enough to the beach for a weekend 
getaway”. 

“It’s a small town and it has all the facilities we need” 

 

 

 
Figure 15: Best thing about living in the area (QCS12) 
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QCS13: What do you feel is the WORST thing about living in your area? 

Respondents were also asked what they felt was the worst thing about living in the area. Common 

responses related to the perceived impacts of mining and related industry downturn. A lack of services, 

particularly those related to specialist medical treatment, the high cost of living including rates, lack 

of entertainment and leisure activities and climate (heat and drought) were also commonly mentioned. 

The responses have been summarised below in Figure 16. The full open-ended responses to this 

question can be found in Appendix C. 

 

 
Figure 16: Worst thing about living in the area (QCS13) 
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QCS15: If you could change or improve ONE thing in the region, no matter how small, what would 
that be? 

To conclude this section, all respondents were asked if they could change one thing in the region, what 

they would change. Some of the more common responses related to improved industry and 

employment stability, lower rates and cost of living, improved road maintenance, and greater access 

to medical services (specialists in particular). There were also references to improving flood mitigation, 

providing more recreational, cultural and leisure opportunities (particularly for youth) and improved 

communication from Council. The responses have been summarised below in Figure 17. The full open-

ended responses to this question can be found in Appendix C. 

 

 

 
Figure 17: Favoured changes to the region (QCS15) 
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Section 3: Rates and Provision of Services 

The third substantive section of the survey explored respondents’ satisfaction in relation to rates and 

the provision of services in the region. 

QRS1a: Council charges rates to provide services including roads, waste management, libraries, 
pools, sport & recreation facilities, water and sewerage. Do you feel you are getting value for money? 

Respondents were asked if they felt that Council rates provided value for money in light of the services 

provided. A proportion of respondents (n=46, 11%) replied that they were not ratepayers, therefore 

did not offer a response to this question. The majority of respondents (72%) who did respond claimed 

that they felt they did not receive good value for money. Rate value perceptions have improved 

somewhat since the 2014 survey. 

Table 11: Rate value perceptions 2012-2016 (QRS1a) 
 

RATE VALUE PERCEPTIONS 2012 (%) 2014 (%) 2016 (%) 

Yes 31.3 22.7 27.0 

No 66.2 75.9 71.5 

Undecided/No response 2.5 1.4 1.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 18: Rate value perceptions 2012-2016 (QRS1a) 
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Figure 19: Rate value perceptions by area (QRS1a) 

 

QRS1b: Do you think that the rates of the Central Highlands Regional Council are reasonable? 

Respondents were then asked if they felt that Council rates were reasonable. Under a quarter of all 

respondents felt that rates are reasonable, with 78% stating that they are not. These figures have 

fluctuated somewhat since 2008, however the rate of satisfaction reported in the 2014 and 2016 

surveys has remained low. 

Table 12: Rate satisfaction 2008-2016 (QRS1b) 
 

 RATE SATISFACTION 2008 
(%) 

2010 
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2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 47.6 23.8 31.8 20.7 20.2 

No 49.0 72.8 63.7 75.8 77.7 

Undecided/No response 3.4 2.8 4.5 3.5 2.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Figure 20: Rate satisfaction 2008-2016 (QRS1b) 
 

 

 

Figure 21: Rate satisfaction by area (QRS1b) 
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QRS2: Would you prefer lower rates for reduced services, higher rates for more services or about the 
same as now? 

Respondents were then asked for their preferences regarding rates. As can be seen in Table 13, the 

proportion of respondents claiming that they would prefer lower rates for reduced services has 

fluctuated since 2008. Just under half of all respondents state that they prefer rate charges and 

services to remain the same. Once again, anecdotal evidence reported by telephone interviewers 

suggests that many respondents would have liked a fourth response option; lower rates for 

increased/same services, and this likely explains the higher proportion of “undecided/no response” 

replies here. 

Table 13: Rate preferences 2008-2016 (QRS2) 
 

RATE PREFERENCES 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
 (%) 

Lower rates for reduced services 20.3 32.8 19.7 26.4 27.5 

Higher rates for more services 10.1 6.3 7.9 4.6 2.6 

About the same as now 57.2 36.8 49.0 35.1 44.8 

Undecided/No response 12.4 24.1 23.4 33.9 25.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 22: Rate preferences 2008-2016 (QRS2) 
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QRS3: Do you feel that any of the following groups are DISADVANTAGED in the provision of services? 

Respondents were then asked if they felt that the services provided by CHRC disadvantage any 

particular group. A large proportion of respondents (43%) continued to state that they did not feel 

any particular groups were disadvantaged.  A proportion of respondents (12%) felt that rural areas 

were disadvantaged, and this was a similar finding to 2012-2014. Children and young people, older 

people and people with special needs were the other more frequent responses. Other responses 

included businesses and investors. 

Table 14: Groups disadvantaged by service provision 2008-2016 (QRS3) 
 

GROUPS DISADVANTAGED BY SERVICE 
PROVISION 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
 (%) 

No group in particular 42.9 42.6 47.8 40.7 42.5 

Children/Young people 15.8 12.1 10.9 10.0 10.7 

Adults/Older people 10.9 11.0 9.0 11.2 9.6 

Urban areas/towns 0.4 1.1 2.0 2.3 1.4 

Rural areas 13.3 21.4 11.4 12.2 11.9 

People with special needs 8.7 5.2 5.7 7.1 7.2 

Lower income earners 3.1 1.7 2.6 3.5 2.1 

Other/Unsure 4.9 4.9 10.6 13.0 14.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Figure 23: Groups disadvantaged by service provision 2008-2016 (QRS3) 
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QRS4: Overall, are you satisfied with the level of community facilities and services provided in your 
area by the Council? 

QRS5: Could you please explain why you are not satisfied? 

Respondents were then asked if, overall, they were satisfied with the level of community facilities and 

services provided in their area by CHRC. As can be seen below, the majority of respondents (67%) 

reported that they were satisfied, and the figures were consistent with previous years. 

Respondents who were not satisfied were asked to explain their reasons for dissatisfaction. Commonly 

mentioned responses included a perceived lack of value in rural areas and areas outside of Emerald 

for the level of rates paid across the region. Also mentioned was a lack of facilities and infrastructure. 

The need to travel for medical and other specialist services was also frequently mentioned, along with 

roads and the standard of public amenities. The full open-ended responses to this question can be 

found in Appendix C. 

Table 15: Overall satisfaction with facilities and services 2008-2016 (QRS4) 
 

OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH 
 FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Satisfied 68.6 62.6 62.9 64.5 66.8 

Dissatisfied 27.7 33.7 33.1 34.1 30.4 

Undecided/No response 3.8 3.7 3.9 1.4 2.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 24: Overall satisfaction with facilities and services 2008-2016 (QRS4) 
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QRS6: Overall, are you satisfied with your area’s general presentation and appearance? 

QRS7: Could you please explain why you are not satisfied? 

Respondents were also asked if, overall, they were satisfied with their area’s general presentation and 

appearance. As can be seen below in Table 16, the majority of respondents (77%) reported that they 

were satisfied, which was consistent with previous findings. 

Respondents who were not satisfied were asked to explain their reasons for dissatisfaction. Commonly 

mentioned responses included the presence of litter and the need for greater cleanliness of the towns. 

A lack of maintenance and upkeep of local parks and gardens and streetscapes was also mentioned. 

The full open-ended responses to this question can be found in Appendix C. 

Table 16: Overall satisfaction with area’s general presentation and appearance 2008-2016 (QRS6) 
 

OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH AREA’S 
GENERAL PRESENTATION AND APPEARANCE 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Satisfied 80.3 84.2 76.5 74.8 77.3 

Dissatisfied 19.1 14.3 23.2 24.5 22.2 

Undecided/No response 0.6 1.5 0.2 0.7 0.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 25: Overall satisfaction with area’s general presentation and appearance 2008-2016 (QRS6) 
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QRS8: Do you have any specific suggestions to improve the appearance of the town where you live 
or your nearest town? 

Respondents were asked if they had any specific suggestions to improve the appearance of their town 

or nearest town. As can be seen below in Figure 20, some of the more common responses related to 

improved cleanliness, better roads, footpaths and curb and channelling. Lower water rates to 

encourage greening along with improvements to parks and gardens and increased greenery 

throughout the town streetscapes was also mentioned. The full open-ended responses to this 

question can be found in Appendix C. 

 

 

 
Figure 26: Suggested improvements for town appearance (QRS8) 
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Section 4: Satisfaction with Facilities and Services 

The fourth substantive section of the survey explored respondents’ satisfaction in relation to facilities 

and services. Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with each item using a five point scale, 

ranging from very satisfied to not at all satisfied.  For the purposes of this analysis non response data 

was removed (minimal data) and responses compressed into three categories; Very satisfied/satisfied 

(SAT), Moderately satisfied (MOD) and Not very satisfied/Not at all satisfied (NOT). 

Subsection 4.0: Wide-ranging services 

The first subsection focused upon wide-ranging services. This series of six questions was added in 2012 

to explore previously un-measured issues including health, education and transport. Respondents 

were read an introduction prior to this section which emphasised that, whilst these services may not 

necessarily be Council responsibility, their impact on the community was important.  

As can be seen below, satisfaction was lowest in regard to transportation services and highest in 

regard to education.  The sequence of the findings in 2016 was consistent with previous years, 

however the level of satisfaction was higher across the board, particularly in the area of child care. 

Table 17: Satisfaction with wide-ranging services 2012-2016 (QWS1-QWS6) 
 

 2012 2014 2016 

ISSUES SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

Public/Community 
transportation 12.9 6.7 80.3 9.1 10.6 80.3 17.3 14.1 68.6 

Health Services 34.1 23.7 42.3 42.2 27.5 30.3 47.4 30.7 21.9 

Education 69.9 18.1 12.0 69.9 16.7 13.4 73.6 17.8 8.6 

Disability Care 42.2 20.0 37.8 44.3 25.3 30.4 46.2 28.0 25.8 

Aged Care 39.9 19.2 40.9 41.8 21.4 36.8 46.5 24.4 29.1 

Child Care 35.5 17.7 46.8 47.4 22.7 29.9 59.0 22.9 18.1 
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Figure 27: Satisfaction with wide-ranging services by area (QWS1-QWS6) 
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Table 18: Satisfaction with infrastructure 2008-2016 (QFSI1-QFSI15) 
 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 

INFRASTRUCTURE  SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

Maintenance of rural gravel roads 34.4 27.2 38.4 19.0 25.3 55.6 26.8 26.0 47.3 29.9 25.9 44.2 31.0 24.7 44.2 

Maintenance of rural sealed roads 36.4 31.4 32.1 25.1 28.3 46.5 29.9 27.7 42.4 34.2 27.7 38.2 31.6 27.0 41.3 

Maintenance of urban streets 54.3 23.5 22.2 51.1 23.3 25.6 49.9 18.4 31.7 53.0 24.6 22.4 53.4 27.2 19.5 

Bike paths, footpaths, handrails, etc 52.9 19.8 27.2 53.4 19.9 26.7 50.8 21.9 27.3 52.1 22.7 25.2 53.9 22.1 24.1 

Street lights 49.0 21.4 29.6 52.7 19.4 27.9 54.8 18.7 26.5 54.3 20.2 25.5 56.8 21.0 22.2 

Parking facilities 52.4 18.4 29.3 57.8 18.8 23.4 66.5 15.6 17.9 65.1 20.3 14.6 69.0 19.9 11.1 

Signs & road markings 69.2 15.6 15.2 70.8 14.5 14.7 68.6 13.9 17.5 72.8 18.3 8.9 72.4 15.7 11.9 

Rubbish collection 79.5 7.7 12.8 79.6 9.2 11.2 83.4 6.6 10.0 83.0 9.4 7.6 85.8 7.9 6.3 

Rubbish transfer stations/landfills 78.5 9.3 12.3 76.1 11.8 12.1 78.0 8.5 13.6 83.8 8.9 7.3 79.3 11.5 9.2 

Sewerage 81.3 9.4 9.4 78.0 9.8 12.2 81.5 7.3 11.1 85.9 6.2 7.9 84.3 7.3 8.4 

Water supply 59.9 9.1 31.0 68.3 12.0 19.6 54.1 10.8 35.1 51.3 16.8 31.9 66.8 15.4 17.8 

Drains  50.0 19.9 30.1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Drainage & flood mitigation  - - - 41.0 19.0 40.0 47.1 15.5 37.4 47.5 16.9 35.6 37.2 20.1 42.8 

Airports & aerodromes 69.0 16.6 14.4 61.6 13.6 24.8 57.2 12.1 30.6 59.4 10.0 30.6 78.7 10.1 11.1 

Water quality - - - 61.4 14.9 23.8 51.0 9.1 40.0 44.7 16.4 38.9 64.2 13.4 22.4 

Traffic management  - - - 67.4 20.0 12.5 59.4 16.3 24.4 70.1 18.1 11.8 74.8 16.8 8.4 
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Figure 28: Satisfaction with infrastructure by area (QFSI1-QFSI15) 
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Subsection 4.2: Community and lifestyle facilities and services 

The following subsection focused upon community and lifestyle facilities and services. Satisfaction with most items remained quite high in 2016. Animal 

control and environmental protection/conservation were the areas with the lowest levels of satisfaction. 

Table 19: Satisfaction with community/lifestyle facilities and services 2008-2016 (QFSC1-QFSC10) 
 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 

COMMUNITY/LIFESTYLE  
FACILITIES & SERVICES  

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

Parks, playgrounds & public amenities 62.0 21.7 16.2 64.4 17.9 17.7 61.2 18.8 20.1 66.8 19.0 14.2 64.6 20.6 14.8 

Environmental protection & conservation 56.3 22.0 21.8 62.0 15.4 22.7 55.4 18.8 25.7 56.8 21.8 21.5 54.2 19.5 26.2 

Animal control 46.4 20.3 33.3 52.7 19.2 28.1 48.4 19.5 32.2 46.0 22.1 31.8 53.1 23.8 23.1 

Heritage protection 75.0 16.9 8.1 75.6 15.6 8.8 74.3 14.0 11.7 76.4 14.5 9.1 71.5 19.0 9.5 

Sporting & recreation facilities 60.3 20.3 19.4 64.8 18.1 17.2 66.8 16.9 16.3 68.0 18.2 13.8 75.1 16.9 8.0 

Swimming pools & Aquatic centres 79.0 8.1 12.9 77.7 9.3 13.0 75.9 12.0 12.0 73.6 9.8 16.6 79.4 10.7 9.9 

Cultural entertainment facilities  54.5 23.4 22.1 60.5 17.7 21.8 60.8 19.8 19.4 60.5 21.3 18.1 61.4 21.3 17.4 

Libraries & other information access 85.5 11.2 3.3 86.8 10.7 2.5 86.7 9.2 4.1 85.8 11.4 2.7 86.9 9.6 3.5 

Community safety 75.2 14.9 9.9 74.8 13.5 11.6 63.0 21.2 15.8 76.3 16.5 7.2 75.5 13.8 10.7 

Shopping facilities 43.8 29.1 27.2 44.5 20.5 34.9 57.6 14.3 28.0 61.6 12.2 26.1 68.6 15.3 16.0 
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Figure 29: Satisfaction with community/lifestyle facilities and services by area (QFSC1-QFSC10)  
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Subsection 4.3: Regional Management 

The final subsection focused upon regional management. As can be seen below satisfaction with most items improved on the low figures of 2014.  

Table 20: Satisfaction with regional management 2008-2016 (QFSM1-QFSM4) 
 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 

COMMUNITY/LIFESTYLE  
FACILITIES & SERVICES  

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

Town planning 43.8 25.9 30.4 42.9 23.9 33.3 37.1 18.8 44.0 37.6 22.9 39.5 37.1 29.4 33.5 

Regulation of building and development 45.2 23.5 31.4 43.2 20.9 35.9 35.4 19.0 45.5 36.9 23.0 40.1 40.4 28.8 30.8 

Economic development and local employment 64.5 19.0 16.5 60.0 20.2 19.8 50.5 23.2 26.3 20.0 25.7 54.3 31.8 30.4 37.8 

Development of tourism 65.0 19.3 15.7 54.8 20.9 24.4 42.6 22.4 35.0 39.7 27.2 33.1 44.2 27.1 28.7 
 

 

Figure 30: Satisfaction with regional management by area (QFSM1-QFSM4)
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Section 5: Environmental Issues 

The fifth substantive section of the survey examined respondents’ perceptions of environmental 

issues in the region. 

QENV1: Do you believe that there are any environmental problems or issues in the area? 

All respondents were initially asked whether they believe that there are any environmental problems 

or issues in the area. As can be seen below, perceptions of environmental problems in the region have 

decreased somewhat since 2012-2014, with approximately a third of all respondents feeling that there 

are currently issues in their area. 

Table 21: Environmental problems or issues 2008-2016 (QENV1) 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS OR ISSUES 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 42.3 33.5 41.7 44.6 35.7 

No 53.9 62.4 52.6 48.4 57.7 

Undecided/No response 3.8 4.1 5.7 7.0 6.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 31: Environmental problems or issues 2008-2016 (QENV1) 
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QENV2: What environmental problems or issues do you believe there are? 

Respondents who stated that they did believe there were environmental problems or issues in the 

area were asked to elaborate on their response by providing details of what they felt the problem or 

issue related to.  The responses are summarised below in Figure 23. The majority of responses related 

to coal dust and coal mine pollution (run-off, water releases, etc).  Flood mitigation was also seen as 

an important issue, along with water quality and sustainability. Other common responses included 

weed control, crop spraying and control of feral animals. The full open-ended responses to this 

question can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Figure 32: Environmental problems specified (QENV2) 
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QENV3: Would you be prepared to subsidise, through rate payments or other methods, more 
recycling activities if this opportunity was available (for example, green-waste bin)? 

Respondents were asked if they would be prepared to subsidise, through rate payments or other 

methods, more recycling activities such as the introduction of a green-waste bin. Opinion on this issue 

has declined steadily from 2010, after a decline from 2008 which may have been related to an 

improvement in recycling activities over that time and/or unwillingness to increase payments.  

Table 22: Prepared to subsidise more recycling activities 2008-2016 (QENV3) 
 

PREPARED TO SUBSIDISE MORE  
RECYCLING ACTIVITIES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 65.0 35.0 36.8 33.4 29.4 

No 28.1 52.7 54.4 59.6 63.8 

Don't know 6.9 12.3 8.8 7.0 6.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 33: Prepared to subsidise more recycling activities 2008-2016 (QENV3) 
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QENV4: Councils often have to invest considerable funds to upgrade water and sewerage 
infrastructure including the ongoing operational costs.  Would you support these costs being passed 
on to those rate payers who receive these benefits? 

An additional question was introduced in 2012 to examine respondents’ support of infrastructure 

costs related to water and sewerage being passed on to rate payers. Opinion on this issue was divided 

quite equally again in 2016, which was consistent with 2012-2014 findings. 

Table 23: Prepared to support water infrastructure costs 2012-2016 (QENV4) 
 

PREPARED TO SUPPORT WATER  
INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 

2012 
 (%) 

2014 
 (%) 

2016 
 (%) 

Yes 50.4 45.3 47.0 

No 42.5 48.8 45.8 

Don't know 7.1 5.8 7.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 34: Prepared to support water infrastructure costs (QENV4) by Area 
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QENV5: Which of the following water saving methods/devices are in place at your household? 
QENV6: Do you currently use any other water saving methods or devices that we did not mention? 

Respondents were asked about their use of water saving methods and devices. As can be seen below, 

the majority of respondents employ several methods to conserve water, the most common being 

dual-flush toilets and low volume shower heads.  Responses have remained consistent, with slight 

increases in usage across most items. 

Respondents were also asked to nominate water saving methods and devices not listed that they 

currently use. More common responses included water bores, water reuse/recycling and use of 

garden mulch.  

Table 24: Use of water saving methods/devices 2008-2016 (QENV5) 
 

USE OF WATER SAVING  
METHODS OR DEVICES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Dual-flush toilet 84.3 87.5 93.6 95.6 94.6 

Low volume shower heads 64.6 74.5 78.7 81.8 79.7 

Rain water tanks 37.9 41.9 41.7 34.8 39.3 

Re-use of grey water 39.2 37.4 34.0 36.9 37.1 

Timers on sprinklers 59.1 56.6 62.3 65.4 66.6 

Drip water systems 39.6 37.1 38.4 40.9 41.4 

None 2.9 1.9 0.4 0.9 0.5 

 

QENV6: Would you support a limit on water usage in an effort to reduce consumption in the 
region? 

Respondents were then asked if they would support a limit on water usage in the region.  As can be 

seen below in Table 25, most respondents supported this idea (48%) however the result had declined 

slightly from previous years. 

Table 25: Support for water usage limit 2010-2016 (QENV6) 
 

SUPPORT FOR WATER USAGE LIMIT 2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 57.0 57.0 54.7 48.4 

No 36.1 35.3 36.0 42.8 

Undecided 7.0 7.7 9.3 8.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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QENV7: In general, how well informed do you think you are about what materials you can recycle 
from the home and how to best prepare these materials? 

Respondents were then asked how well informed they think they are about recycling in the home.  As 

can be seen below in Table 26, the majority of respondents felt that they were very or reasonably well 

informed (73%).  Again the result was very similar to previous years. 

Table 26: Knowledge of recycling practices 2010-2016 (QENV7) 
 

KNOWLEDGE OF RECYCLING PRACTICES 2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Very well informed 40.2 43.0 35.7 41.6 

Reasonably well informed 37.4 33.6 39.0 31.5 

Neutral 6.3 8.3 7.0 9.6 

Not very well informed 9.7 10.3 11.2 9.6 

Not informed at all 3.9 2.2 3.3 3.5 

Unsure 2.6 2.6 3.7 4.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

QENV8: Do you think that you are recycling the maximum amount of appropriate materials in your 
household (e.g. paper, plastic, glass, etc)? 

Respondents then asked whether they thought that their household was recycling the maximum 

amount of appropriate materials. Most respondents indicated that they recycled most or all 

appropriate materials (80%). Only a small proportion (8%) indicated they do not recycle at all.  

Table 27: Household recycling practices 2010-2016 (QENV8) 
 

HOUSEHOLD RECYCLING PRACTICES 2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes, I recycle everything I possibly can 55.3 56.6 53.3 55.4 

I recycle most things but may miss a few 22.9 24.1 27.1 24.1 

I don’t recycle quite a few things that I could 12.1 9.0 11.4 7.9 

I don’t recycle at all 6.9 7.9 5.6 8.4 

Unsure 2.8 2.4 2.5 4.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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QENV8b: What is the main reason that you don’t recycle more? 

Respondents who did not indicate that they recycled everything they possibly could were asked for 

the main reason that they don’t recycle more. The majority responded that they don’t have a kerbside 

service or simply forget about recycling some materials or the process takes too long. Other reasons 

mentioned lack of services, laziness or lack of time and burying rubbish.  

Table 28: Reason for not recycling more 2010-2016 (QENV8b) 
 

REASON FOR NOT RECYCLING MORE 2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Preparing the materials takes too long (rinsing 
bottles, etc) 14.6 11.6 17.5 17.8 

I don’t think recycling is that beneficial 2.4 2.5 1.0 2.1 

I don’t have a kerbside recycling service 25.7 19.7 15.0 17.8 

I just forget about doing this 25.3 22.2 18.0 11.5 

Other (please specify) 19.3 37.4 44.0 44.5 

Unsure 6.8 6.6 4.5 6.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Section 6: Perceptions of Local Government  

The sixth substantive section of the survey explored respondents’ attitudes towards the local 

government. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with each statement using a 

five point scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. For the purposes of this analysis all 

“don’t know/no response data” was removed (minimal data) and the final responses were 

compressed into three categories; Strongly agree/Agree, Neutral and Strongly disagree/Disagree. 

QLG1: The local government is doing its best to look after all the communities in the region. 

As can be seen below in Table 29, over half of all respondents (54%) felt that the local government is 

doing its best to look after all the communities in the region. This was an increase on the 2014 figure. 

Table 29: Local Government doing its best to look after all communities 2008-2016 (QLG1) 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT DOING ITS BEST 
TO LOOK AFTER ALL COMMUNITIES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Strongly agree/Agree 63.5 47.3 53.9 48.2 53.8 

Neutral 17.0 15.8 11.2 12.0 20.7 

Strongly disagree/Disagree 19.4 36.9 34.9 39.8 25.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 35: Local Government doing its best to look after all communities 2008-2016 (QLG1) 
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QLG2: The local government has a good knowledge of local issues and what local communities want. 

All respondents were then asked if they felt that the local government had a good knowledge of local 

issues and what local communities wanted. Almost half of all respondents (49%) agreed with this 

statement. This result was relatively unchanged from previous years, as can be seen below. 

Table 30: Local Government has a good understanding of local issues and needs 2008-2016 (QLG2) 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT HAS A GOOD 
UNDERSTANDING OF LOCAL ISSUES & NEEDS 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Strongly agree/Agree 52.7 47.2 47.9 46.0 49.3 

Neutral 20.0 15.3 15.4 14.9 18.6 

Strongly disagree/Disagree 27.3 37.5 36.7 39.1 32.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 36: Local Government has a good understanding of local issues and needs 2008-2016 (QLG2) 
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QLG4: The local government effectively represents the needs of my community. 

As can be seen below in Table 31, when asked if they felt that the local government effectively 

represents the needs of their community the response was somewhat more positive than in 2014, 

with fewer respondents disagreeing. 

Table 31: Local Government effectively represents the needs of communities 2008-2016 (QLG4) 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EFFECTIVELY 
REPRESENTS THE NEEDS OF COMMUNITIES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Strongly agree/Agree 56.9 42.6 43.9 42.1 44.8 

Neutral 18.1 14.6 18.0 17.1 23.1 

Strongly disagree/Disagree 25.1 42.8 38.1 40.9 32.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 37: Local Government effectively represents the needs of communities 2008-2016 (QLG4) 
 

 

 

 

  

56.9

18.1

25.1

42.6

14.6

42.843.9

18

38.1
42.1

17.1

40.939

23.1

32.1

Strongly agree/Agree Neutral Strongly disagree/Disagree

Local government effectively represents the needs of 
communities 2008-2016

2008

2010

2012

2014

2016



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 58 of 92 
 

QLG5: Do you think you can have influence over local government decisions? 

All respondents were asked if they felt that they could have an influence over local government 

decisions. At the time of the survey only a small proportion of respondents (27%) stated that they felt 

that they could indeed have an influence over CHRC decisions. As can be seen below in Table 32, this 

result was relatively unchanged across the years. 

Table 32: Able to influence Local Government decisions 2008-2016 (QLG5) 
 

ABLE TO INFLUENCE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
DECISIONS 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 26.8 23.1 27.2 28.0 26.6 

No 70.4 72.1 69.1 69.2 70.6 

Undecided/No response 2.7 4.8 3.7 2.8 2.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 

 

Figure 38: Able to influence Local Government decisions 2008-2016 (QLG5) 
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The figures below display a comparison of these findings between areas. 

 

Figure 39: Local Government doing its best to look after all communities by area (QLG1)  
 

 

Figure 40: Local Government has a good understanding of local issues and needs by area (QLG2) 
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Figure 41: Local Government effectively represents the needs of communities by area (QLG4) 
 

 

Figure 42: Able to influence Local Government decisions by area (QLG5) 
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Section 7: Satisfaction with Council 

The seventh substantive section of the survey examined respondents’ experiences and satisfaction with the local Council. Respondents were asked to rate 

their satisfaction with each item using a five point scale, ranging from very satisfied to not at all satisfied.  For the purposes of this analysis all “don’t know/no 

response data” was removed (minimal data) and the final responses were compressed into three categories; Very satisfied/satisfied (SAT), Moderately 

satisfied (MOD) and  Not very satisfied/Not at all satisfied (NOT). 

As can be seen below in Table 33, satisfaction with customer service and information services remained quite high at 73%, whilst satisfaction with other issues 

varied somewhat and was consistent with previous years. 

Table 33: Satisfaction with Council Attributes 2008-2016 (QCOU1-QCOU7) 
 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 

SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL 
ATTRIBUTES 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

SAT  
(%) 

MOD  
(%) 

NOT  
(%) 

Customer Service 68.3 19.1 12.6 66.9 16.9 16.2 74.2 15.2 10.5 71.6 18.5 10.0 73.3 18.6 8.2 

Information Services 68.0 18.7 13.2 68.1 17.1 14.8 70.4 15.4 14.2 68.6 18.8 12.6 67.6 19.2 13.2 

Informing the Community 51.5 23.4 25.1 54.2 20.4 25.4 54.6 21.2 24.2 53.6 19.9 26.6 53.7 23.6 22.7 

Consulting the Community 37.2 27.7 35.1 38.7 22.1 39.2 40.6 20.8 38.6 36.4 25.7 37.9 33.8 30.1 36.1 

Responding to the Community 39.9 31.5 28.6 32.1 26.4 41.4 36.2 23.5 40.3 30.8 25.4 43.8 31.6 33.7 34.7 

Engaging with the Community - - - - - - 43.3 23.5 33.3 37.5 26.0 36.5 38.4 31.2 30.4 

Providing Leadership & Advocacy 50.0 28.1 21.9 47.7 23.4 28.9 44.2 22.3 33.5 37.0 24.2 38.8 37.4 31.1 31.6 
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Figure 43: Satisfaction with Council Attributes by area (QCOU1-QCOU7) 
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QCOU8: How satisfied are you with the Central Highlands Regional Council as a whole? 

All respondents were then asked to rate how satisfied they were with CHRC as a whole. As can be seen 

below in Table 34, the majority of respondents reported they were satisfied. This was a more 

favourable finding compared with the results of the 2014 survey, with far fewer reporting to be 

unsatisfied. 

Table 34: Satisfaction with CHRC as a whole 2008-2016 (QCOU8) 
 

SATISFACTION WITH CHRC AS A WHOLE 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Very satisfied/Satisfied 50.4 41.5 40.3 37.0 41.8 

Moderately satisfied 32.5 31.0 32.1 31.4 37.6 

Not very satisfied/Not at all satisfied 17.1 27.5 27.7 31.6 20.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  
 

 

Figure 44: Satisfaction with CHRC as a whole 2008-2016 (QCOU7) 
 

 

Figure 45: Satisfaction with CHRC as a whole (QCOU7) by Area 
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QCOU9: How satisfied are you with the quality of Councillors you have dealt with directly? 

All respondents were then asked to rate how satisfied they were with Councillors they have dealt with 

directly. All were given the option to report if they had never had any direct dealings with Councillors, 

therefore only the responses of those who had dealt directly with any Councillors at the time of the 

survey are included here. As can be seen below in Table 35, a large proportion of respondents (62%) 

stated that they were either very satisfied or satisfied. A smaller proportion of respondents (17%) 

reported being dissatisfied with the Councillors they had dealt with directly. This was an improvement 

on the 2014 figures. 

Table 35: Satisfaction with Councillors dealt with directly 2008-2016 (QCOU9) 
 

SATISFACTION WITH COUNCILLORS 
DEALT WITH DIRECTLY 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Very satisfied/Satisfied 70.0 63.0 60.8 58.4 61.9 

Moderately satisfied 17.6 17.0 23.4 19.5 21.2 

Not very satisfied/Not at all satisfied 12.5 19.9 15.8 22.2 16.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 46: Satisfaction with Councillors dealt with directly 2008-2016 (QCOU9) 
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QCOU10: In your opinion, are elected Councillors more, equally or less dedicated to serving the 
community than state or federal parliamentarians? 

The perceptions of respondents regarding the dedication of local elected Councillors in comparison 

with state and federal parliamentarians were also sought. As can be seen below in Table 36, most 

respondents (43%) felt that their local Councillors were more dedicated to serving the community 

than state and federal parliamentarians. Opinions on this issue declined somewhat from the previous 

results. 

Table 36: Dedication of elected Councillors 2008-2016 (QCOU10) 
 

DEDICATION OF ELECTED 
COUNCILLORS 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

More dedicated 52.6 49.7 56.6 45.3 43.0 

Equally dedicated 24.7 26.1 20.8 25.7 31.3 

Less dedicated 9.2 11.9 10.3 13.3 12.4 

Undecided/No response 13.4 12.3 12.3 15.6 13.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 47: Dedication of elected Councillors 2008-2016 (QCOU10) 
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QCOU11: How important is it for you to have a Councillor who resides in your local area? 

To conclude this section of the survey all respondents were asked how important it was for them to 

have a CHRC Councillor who resides in their local area. As can be seen below in Table 37 almost all 

respondents (93%) stated that this was either very important or important to them. This response is 

parallel to that found in previous years. 

 
Table 37: Importance of Councillor residing in local area 2008-2016 (QCOU11) 

 
IMPORTANCE OF COUNCILLOR 

RESIDING IN LOCAL AREA 
2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Very important/Important 93.6 92.2 93.0 91.4 92.5 

Moderately important 3.8 2.2 3.5 3.7 4.0 

Of little importance/Unimportant 2.5 4.1 3.1 4.1 3.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

 

Figure 48: Importance of Councillor residing in local area 2008-2016 (QCOU10) 
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Section 8: Contact and Communication with Council 

The eighth substantive section of the survey examined respondents’ experiences of contacting or 

communicating with their local Council, and their preferences regarding receiving Council related 

information. 

QCON1: Have you contacted or visited your Council office in the past twelve months? 

QCON1b: Which office was this? 

To begin this section all respondents were asked if they had contacted or visited a Council office in the 

past twelve months. As can be seen below in Table 38, a large proportion of respondents (72%) had 

contacted or visited a CHRC office in the past year. Respondents were then asked to specify which 

office they visited. As would be expected given the population distribution of the region (and the 

survey sample distribution), the majority of respondents (73%) had contacted/visited the Emerald 

office, as can be seen in Table 39.  

Table 38: Contacted or visited Council Office in the past year 2008-2016 (QCON1) 
 

CONTACTED OR VISITED COUNCIL 
OFFICE IN THE PAST YEAR 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 71.5 72.1 68.4 70.3 71.7 

No 28.5 27.4 31.6 29.7 28.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

Table 39: Council Office contacted/visited 2008-2016 (QCON1b) 
 

COUNCIL OFFICE 
CONTACTED/VISITED 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Blackwater Office 18.5 15.9 22.4 21.9 12.1 

Capella Office 8.5 7.5 13.5 5.3 2.6 

Duaringa Transaction Centre 2.9 4.5 1.0 0.7 1.0 

Emerald Office 59.8 59.0 51.6 60.1 72.6 

Springsure Office 8.2 10.2 10.3 9.5 10.1 

Tieri Transaction Centre 2.1 1.5 0.6 1.3 0.7 

Other - 0.3 0.6 0.7 1.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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QCON1d: Was your query or business adequately answered or resolved in a timely manner? 

As can be seen below in Table 40, the vast majority of respondents (80%) who had contacted or visited 

their Council office felt that their query or business was adequately resolved or answered. 

Table 40: Query or business adequately answered or resolved 2008-2016 (QCON1d) 
 

QUERY OR BUSINESS ADEQUATELY 
ANSWERED OR RESOLVED 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 78.0 78.4 78.8 79.1 80.1 

No 20.8 20.4 21.2 19.9 18.6 

Undecided/No response 1.2 1.2 0 1.0 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

QCON1e: Were the Council staff; courteous and helpful, courteous but unable to provide an 
adequate answer, disinterested and unhelpful, rude and unhelpful? 

Feedback on Council Staff dealt with by those respondents who had contacted or visited a Council 

office in the past year was again very positive, with 96% of respondents rating the staff as courteous 

(82% courteous and helpful, 14% courteous but unable to provide an adequate answer), as can be 

seen below in Table 41. 

Table 41: Rating of Council Staff (Office) 2008-2016 (QCON1e) 
 

RATING OF COUNCIL STAFF (OFFICE) 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Courteous and helpful 76.0 73.7 81.4 79.4 82.1 

Courteous but unable to provide an 
adequate answer 18.8 18.6 13.1 14.3 14.0 

Disinterested and unhelpful 3.5 5.7 3.5 2.7 2.0 

Rude and unhelpful 1.5 1.8 1.9 2.7 1.0 

Undecided/No response 0.3 0.3 0 1.0 1.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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QCON2: Have you dealt with any other Council employees in the past twelve months? 

QCON2b: Were the Council staff; courteous and helpful, courteous but unable to provide an 
adequate answer, disinterested and unhelpful, rude and unhelpful? 

All respondents were then asked if they had any dealings with other Council employees (besides those 

they had dealt with when contacting the Council office) in the past twelve months. A total of 185 (43%) 

of respondents had had some type of dealings with other Council employees in the past twelve months. 

These respondents were asked to evaluate these Council employees using the same scale as the 

previous question. Again, the feedback was extremely positive, with 93% of respondents stating that 

the other Council employees they dealt with were courteous (83% courteous and helpful, 10% 

courteous but unable to provide an adequate answer), as can be seen below in Table 42. 

Table 42: Rating of Other Council Staff 2008-2016 (QCON2b) 
 

RATING OF OTHER COUNCIL STAFF 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Courteous and helpful 80.5 77.4 78.2 76.5 83.2 

Courteous but unable to provide an 
adequate answer 15.7 13.2 13.4 12.3 9.7 

Disinterested and unhelpful 1.6 5.8 6.1 7.0 4.9 

Rude and unhelpful 2.2 3.2 2.2 3.2 2.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

QCON3: Overall, how would you rate your Council’s effectiveness in handling of queries or 
complaints? 

Respondents were then asked to rate the Council’s effectiveness in handling queries and/or 

complaints using a five point scale ranging from excellent to very poor.  For the purposes of this 

analysis all “don’t know/no response data” was removed (minimal data) and the final responses were 

compressed into three categories; Excellent/Good, Average/Okay and Poor/Very poor. As can be seen 

over page in Table 43, most respondents (60%) rated the CHRC as being either excellent or good in 

this regard, with a smaller proportion of respondents (14%) expressing an unfavourable opinion. 
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Table 43: Rating of Council’s effectiveness in handling queries/complaints 2008-2016 (QCON3) 
 

RATING OF COUNCIL'S EFFECTIVENESS IN 
HANDLING QUERIES/COMPLAINTS 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Excellent/Good 55.5 48.0 55.4 55.4 59.9 

Average/Okay 33.0 35.3 32.1 28.8 26.0 

Poor/Very poor 11.5 16.6 12.5 15.9 14.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

QCON4: Would you like more feedback and information on Council activities? 

As can be seen below in Table 44, a little over half of all respondents (55%) stated that they would like 

more feedback and information from CHRC. 

 
Table 44: More feedback on Council activities 2008-2016 (QCON4) 

 

MORE FEEDBACK ON COUNCIL ACTIVITIES 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes, I would like more information to be 
provided 60.1 58.1 53.9 57.0 55.4 

No, I am happy with the current level 
provided 39.9 39.3 46.1 43.0 44.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 

QCON5: What is the BEST way for you to receive information about Council activities? 

All respondents were then asked what they believed was the best way for them to receive information 

about CHRC activities. As can be seen in Table 45, the responses varied greatly, however social media 

gained markedly in popularity, having more than doubled since 2014 (16%). Letter-box drops 

remained popular (18%) and newspaper articles and newspaper advertisements were also a favoured 

option with a combined total of 19% (15% and 4% respectively).  

 
  



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 71 of 92 
 

Table 45: Best way to receive information about Council activities 2008-2016 (QCON5) 
 

BEST WAY TO RECEIVE INFORMATION ABOUT 
COUNCIL ACTIVITIES 

2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Website 8.0 8.4 5.0 10.0 10.7 

Newspaper advertisement 10.3 5.4 6.8 6.1 4.0 

Newspaper article 15.5 17.8 16.0 16.6 15.2 

The “Regional Roundup” Council’s regional newsletter 24.7 27.8 21.1 17.1 14.0 

Letter-box drop/Post Office box drop 33.1 28.4 31.8 19.6 18.0 

Radio/Television 4.4 3.9 2.6 3.8 3.9 

CHRC e-News Council’s electronic newsletter/ Email 1.5 6.7 8.1 7.7 9.6 

Social Media including Facebook, Twitter, etc - - 2.6 7.2 15.9 

Undecided/No response/Other 2.5 1.6 6.0 11.9 8.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
QCON6: Have you ever accessed the Council’s website? 

As can be seen below in Table 46, 63% of respondents reported that they had accessed the Council’s 

website at the time of the survey. The use of the website has continued to grow substantially each 

year. 

Table 46: Access of the Council’s website (QCON6) 
 

ACCESS OF THE COUNCIL'S WEBSITE 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Yes 31.2 42.8 57.2 63.1 62.6 

No 68.8 57.0 39.3 32.7 32.2 

No internet access - - 3.5 4.2 5.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Section 9: Demographics 

The final section of the survey established the demographic details of each respondent, along with 

their opinions on questions related to housing affordability and their involvement in local 

organisations. As can be seen below in Table 47, the demographic characteristics of the sample were 

relatively similar across years. 

Table 47: Sample demographics 2008-2016 
 

DEMOGRAPHICS 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Gender      
Male 35.6 34.8 37.9 38.8 36.9 
Female 64.4 65.2 62.1 61.1 63.1 

Age      
18 - 34 28.1 21.6 12.9 14.2 8.6 
35 - 44 23.5 24.2 22.6 21.5 21.3 
45 - 54 21.2 24.4 26.8 29.7 28.3 
55 and older 26.8 29.8 33.2 34.3 41.1 

Marital status      
Single 8.2 11.2 7.5 7.5 5.6 
Widowed 4.2 5.6 4.2 2.8 3.7 
Divorced/Separated 4.0 3.2 4.6 2.6 4.2 
Married/De facto 83.7 79.7 83.8 87.1 85.8 

Household composition      
One adult only in household 11.1 13.2 9.6 8.6 10.3 
Two adults in household 72.7 67.6 69.3 72.7 70.8 
Three or more adults in household 16.1 19.1 21.1 18.6 18.7 
No children <18 in household 50.1 51.0 50.7 51.6 57.9 
One child <18 in household 11.3 13.2 15.4 13.1 10.7 
Two children <18 in household 20.8 19.2 18.4 19.6 19.2 
Three or more children <18 in household 17.8 16.6 15.5 15.5 11.9 

Employment      
Employed full-time 52.2 50.5 52.6 54.4 45.6 
Employed part-time/casual 18.4 21.2 21.0 19.8 25.7 
Unemployed 2.9 1.3 2.4 3.7 1.9 
Retired/Pensioner 11.5 13.4 10.8 12.6 17.1 
Student 0.4 0.9 0.2 - - 
Home duties 14.0 12.5 12.7 9.3 9.3 
Primary industry (agriculture, mining) 44.2 40.4 45.8 45.3 37.0 
Secondary and Tertiary industry 55.8 59.6 54.2 54.7 63.0 

Ethnicity      
Born in Australia 89.5 91.8 88.8 90.2 88.3 
Speak language other than English at home 2.7 3.0 3.7 4.4 3.0 
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Attitudes towards housing in the Central Highlands have changed somewhat to previous years. 

Housing remains a concern throughout the region, as can be seen in Table 48 below. However these 

findings have changed somewhat due to the current employment and market conditions and, 

consequently, the fact that the 2016 survey sample included fewer short-term residents. 

Table 48: Housing attitudes 2008-2016 
 

HOUSING ATTITUDES 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Home ownership      

Own home (own or paying mortgage) 64.2 71.1 68.4 72.4 84.3 

Rental accommodation (private or public rental) 18.9 13.8 16.2 13.1 6.5 

Other (Company housing, etc) 16.6 14.7 15.3 14.3 8.9 

Interested in buying home in Central Highlands      

Yes 38.6 41.8 35.4 36.4 34.3 

No 59.1 56.0 63.9 60.2 61.2 

Undecided 2.3 2.2 0.7 3.4 4.5 

Reason for not wishing to buy home in Central Highlands      

Cannot afford suitable housing in the region 30.5 37.2 30.1 12.0 11.4 

Don't plan to stay in the region 17.1 7.7 21.5 28.0 13.6 

Already own a home elsewhere 15.2 16.7 12.9 17.3 15.9 

Would prefer to buy a home elsewhere 13.3 14.1 14.0 24.0 13.6 

Housing is currently supplied at no/low cost 6.7 16.7 11.8 14.7 25.0 

Other 17.1 7.7 9.7 4.0 13.6 

Housing needs assessment      

Yes, need lower cost housing 91.2 90.3 95.2 64.3 53.5 

Homes suitable for families most needed 67.6 66.5 65.7 58.2 55.4 

Homes suitable for singles or couples most needed 6.7 6.0 4.1 5.1 4.4 

Flats or units suitable for singles or couples most needed 11.7 8.6 7.1 5.8 10.9 

All types most needed 10.6 16.7 21.7 27.6 25.3 
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Participation in hobby, sporting and social organisations and clubs remained reasonably high again in 

2016, at 53%. Likewise volunteering was also high, at 49%. Of those who did not volunteer, less than 

half stated that they would be willing to do so in future (43%).  Some of the organisations mentioned 

by respondents included sporting groups, church groups, Meals on Wheels, animal welfare groups, 

Rural Fire Brigade, Lions & Lioness club, RSL, CWA, Red Cross, Lifeline, Rotary, etc.  

Table 49: Hobbies and volunteer participation 2008-2016 
 

HOBBIES AND VOLUNTEER PARTICIPATION 2008 
(%) 

2010 
(%) 

2012 
(%) 

2014 
(%) 

2016 
(%) 

Currently involved with local hobby, sporting, social       

Yes 49.5 47.5 51.8 50.2 52.8 

No 50.5 52.1 48.0 49.3 47.2 

Currently  volunteer with local organisations      

Yes 42.8 44.9 46.9 46.7 48.6 

No 57.2 55.1 53.1 53.0 51.2 

Interested in future volunteering      

Yes 57.1 52.5 47.1 50.4 42.7 

No 41.0 43.9 50.4 44.3 54.1 

Undecided/No response 1.8 3.5 2.5 5.3 3.2 

 

 



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 75 of 92 
 

APPENDICES 

 

 



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 76 of 92 
 

Appendix A: Subject Areas  

 

Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample: 

Locality, marital status, age category, gender, home ownership, household composition, employment 

status, industry of employment, country of birth, second language, local organisation involvement. 

 

Substantive Topics: 

1. Locality 

2. Community Satisfaction 

3. Rates and Provision of Services 

4. Satisfaction with Specific Facilities and Services 

5. Environmental Issues 

6. Perceptions of Local Government 

7. Satisfaction with Council 

8. Contact and Communication with Council 

9. Demographics 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire 

INTRODUCTION 

Hello my name is XXX and I am calling from CQUniversity in Rockhampton. How are you today/this evening? 

We are currently conducting a survey with residents in the Central Highlands region on behalf of the Central Highlands 

Regional Council. We have been asked to talk with residents about their opinions on the sorts of services people expect from 

their local council and how well they feel the Council is doing its job. 

We would like to talk to a resident of the household who is over the age of 18. The survey should only take about 20 

minutes of your time. Would you mind sparing a little time to take part in the survey? 

THANK YOU 

Thank You. Your participation in this survey is greatly appreciated, as this will help provide the Central Highlands Regional 

Council with information that will assist them in local planning and providing better services and facilities to residents of the 

region.  

This interview is completely voluntary and entirely confidential and all responses will remain anonymous. You are free to 

end the interview at any time. Should you withdraw from the study no data will be used from this interview. If you come to 

a question that you would prefer not to answer, just let me know and I'll skip over it. 

SECTION 1: LOCALITY  

The first few questions relate to your locality. 

Qloc1: What is the name of the town or community centre you live in or your nearest town?

Qloc1b: Please specify other town or community. 

Open-ended response 

 

Qloc1c: Is this your PRIMARY place of residence? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. No response 

 

Qloc1d: What is your PRIMARY place of residence? 

Open-ended response 

 

Qloc1e: Are you a rural landholder, or do you live in a rural area of the region? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. No response 
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Qloc2: How long have you lived in the Central Highlands Region? 

1. Less than 1 Year 

2. 1 to 3 years 

3. 3 to 5 years 

4. 5 to 10 years 

5. Over 10 years 

6. Don’t know 

7. No response 

 

Qloc3: How long do you think you will continue to live in the region? 

1. Less than 1 year 

2. 1 to 3 years 

3. 3 to 5 years 

4. 5 to 10 years 

5. 10 to 20 years 

6. The rest of my life 

7. Don’t know 

8. No response 

 

Qloc4: Overall, do you enjoy living in the Central Highlands region?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

 

SECTION 2: COMMUNITY SATISFACTION  

The next few questions are about how you feel about your community. I will read a number of statements about your 

perceptions of living in the region and I would like you to respond using the following scale; very much, mostly, sort of, 

sometimes or not at all. 

QCS1: The people are friendly  

QCS2: It's a safe place to live  

QCS3: There's a good mix of people (for example long-term and short-term residents, multicultural, etc) 

QCS4: There's a good mix of age groups  

QCS5: It's a good place to bring up kids  

QCS6: It's a stable community (for example there’s a diverse economy and long term stability) 

QCS7: It's a relaxed lifestyle  
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QCS8: There's a high involvement with sport  

QCS9: There's convenient access to other centres  

QCS10: There's a country town/rural life aspect  

QCS11: Are there any other characteristics of the area that should be highlighted? 

Open-ended response 

QCS12: What do you feel is the BEST thing about living in your area? 

Open-ended response 

QCS13: What do you feel is the WORST thing about living in your area? 

Open-ended response 

QCS14: Do you think your local community has a distinct character, that it's a special place?  

(Very much – Not at all) 

QCS15: If you could change or improve ONE thing in the region, no matter how small, what would that be? 

Open-ended response 

SECTION 3: RATES AND PROVISION OF SERVICES (10 questions) 

The following questions are about your satisfaction with rates and the provision of services in the region. 

QRS1a: Council charges rates to provide services including roads, waste management, libraries, pools, sport & recreation 
facilities, water and sewerage.  Do you feel you are getting value for money? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. I am not a ratepayer 

4. Don’t know 

5. No response 

 

QRS1b: Do you think that the rates of the Central Highlands Regional Council are reasonable? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 
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QRS2: Would you prefer: 

(Read options 1 – 3) 

1. Lower rates for reduced services 

2. Higher rates for more services 

3. About the same as now 

4. Don’t know 

5. No response 

 

QRS3: Do you feel that the services provided by the Central Highlands Regional Council DISADVANTAGE any particular 
group? 

1. No group in particular 

2. Children 

3. Young people / Youth 

4. Adults 

5. Older people 

6. Urban areas/towns 

7. Rural areas 

8. People with special needs 

9. Don't know 

10. No response 

11. Other (please specify) 

 

QRS3b: If you feel that any groups are disadvantaged, could you please explain why? 

Open-ended response 

 

QRS4: Overall, are you satisfied with the level of community facilities and services provided in your area by your 
Council? 

1. Yes 

2. No (go to QRS6b) 

3. Don't know 

4. No response 

 

QRS5: Could you please explain why you are not satisfied? 

Open-ended response 

 

 QRS6: Overall, are you satisfied with your area’s general presentation and appearance? 

1. Yes 

2. No (go to QRS8b) 

3. Don't know 

4. No response 

QRS7: Could you please explain why you are not satisfied? 

 

QRS8: Do you have any specific suggestions to improve the appearance of the town where you live or your nearest 
town? 
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SECTION 4: SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC FACLITIES AND SERVICES 

The next few questions are about your satisfaction with services and facilities. To begin, we would now like to know how 

satisfied you are with some wide-ranging services which are not necessarily a Council service, but they do impact on the 

community.  I will read you a list of these BROAD services and I would like you to tell me how SATISFIED you are with the 

STANDARD and AVAILABILITY of each.  Please use the following categories; very satisfied, satisfied, moderately satisfied, 

not very satisfied or not at all satisfied. 

SUBSECTION 4.0: Wide-ranging services (6 questions) 

QWS1: Public/Community transportation  

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

QWS2: Health services 

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

QWS3: Education 

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

QWS4: Disability care  

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

QWS5: Aged care  

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

QWS6: Child care  

(Very satisfied – Not at all satisfied) 

We would now like to know how satisfied you are with a variety of SPECIFIC facilities and services which ARE provided by 

Council.  The first few items relate to the infrastructure in the region.  Again, please tell me if you are very satisfied, 

satisfied, moderately satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all satisfied. 

SUBSECTION 4.1: Infrastructure (15 questions) 

QFSI1: Maintenance of rural gravel roads 

QFSI2: Maintenance of rural sealed roads 

QFSI3: Maintenance of urban streets  

QFSI4: Bike paths, footpaths, handrails, etc 

QFSI5: Street lights 

QFSI6:  Parking facilities 

QFSI7: Signs and road markings 

QFSI8: Rubbish Collection 

QFSI9: Rubbish transfer stations / landfills  

QFSI10: Sewerage  

QFSI11: Water supply 

QFSI12: Drainage and flood mitigation 

QFSI13: Airports and aerodromes  

QFSI14: Water quality 
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QFSI15: Traffic management 

SUBSECTION 4.2: Community and lifestyle facilities and services (10 questions) 

The next few items relate to community and lifestyle facilities and services. Please tell me how satisfied you are with each of 
these items using the same scale as earlier. 

QFSC1: Parks, Playgrounds and Public Amenities                      

QFSC2: Environmental Protection and Conservation (Noxious weed control) 

QFSC3: Animal Control                 

QFSC4: Heritage Protection                                                         

QFSC5: Sporting and Recreational Facilities  (number, variety & standard) 

QFSC6: Swimming Pools and Aquatic Centres                            

QFSC7: Cultural and Entertainment Facilities (e.g. Showgrounds)                        

QFSC8: Libraries and other Information Access                         

QFSC9: Community Safety (developing local laws and processes to help provide safe and orderly community) 

QFSC10: Shopping Facilities                                                        

                                     

SUBSECTION 4.3: Regional Management (4 questions)  

The last few items in this section relate to the way the region is being managed. Again, please tell me how satisfied you 
are with each of these items using the same scale as earlier. 

QFSM1: Town Planning (for example; location of residential, business and new developments)                                                             

QFSM2: Regulation of Building and Development                                                            

QFSM3: Economic Development/Local Employment                   

QFSM4: Development of Tourism                                                 

                                                        

SECTION 5: ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES (8 questions) 

The next section of the survey focuses on environmental and water issues. 

QENV1: Do you believe that there are any environmental problems or issues in your area? 

1. Yes (go to QENV1b) 

2. No  

3. Don't know 

4. No response 

 

QENV1b: What environmental problems or issues do you believe there are? 

Open-ended response 

 

QENV2: Would you be prepared to subsidise, through rate payments or other methods, more recycling activities if this 
opportunity was available (for example; Green Waste Bin)? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 
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4. No response 

QENV3: Councils often have to invest considerable funds to upgrade water and sewerage infrastructure including the 
ongoing operational costs.  Would you support these costs being passed on to those rate payers who receive these 
benefits? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

 

QENV4: Which of the following water saving methods/devices are in place at your household? 

Multiple selection 

1. Dual-flush toilet 

2. Low volume shower heads 

3. Rain water tanks 

4. Re-use of grey water 

5. Timers on sprinklers 

6. Drip water systems 

7. None 

 

QENV5: Do you currently use any other water saving methods or devices that we did not mention? 

Open-ended response 

 

QENV6: Would you support a limit on water usage in an effort to reduce consumption in the region? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

QENV7: In general, how well informed do you think you are about what materials you can recycle from the home and 
how to best prepare these materials? 

1. Very well informed 

2. Reasonably well informed 

3. Neutral 

4. Not very well informed 

5. Not informed at all 

6. Don’t know 

7. No response 

 

QENV8: Do you think that you are recycling the maximum amount of appropriate materials in your household (e.g. 
paper, plastic, glass, etc)? 

1.  Yes, I recycle everything I possibly can 

2. I recycle most things but may miss a few 

3. I don’t recycle quite a few things that I could 

4. I don’t recycle at all 

5. Don’t know 
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6. No response 

QENV8b: What is the main reason that you don’t recycle more? 

1.  Preparing the materials takes too long (rinsing bottles, etc) 

2. I don’t think recycling is that beneficial 

3. I don’t have a kerbside recycling service  

4. I just forget about doing this 

5. Other (please specify) 

6. Don’t know 

7. No response 

 

SECTION 6: PERCEPTIONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (5 questions) 

The following questions are about your perceptions of your local government. I will read you a number of statements and I 
would like you to tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with 
each statement. 

QLG1: The local government is doing its best to look after all the communities in the region. 

(Strongly agree – Strongly disagree) 

QLG2: The local government has a good knowledge of local issues and what the community wants. 

(Strongly agree – Strongly disagree) 

QLG4: The local government effectively represents the needs of my community. 

(Strongly agree – Strongly disagree) 

QLG5: Do you think you can have influence over local government decisions? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

QLG6: If you had to choose ONE issue that your local government could improve upon throughout the region, what 
would that be? 

Open-ended response 

 

SECTION 7: SATISFACTION WITH COUNCIL (11 questions) 

The next few questions are about your experiences and satisfaction with your local Council. I will begin by reading you a list 
of items relating to your perceptions of customer service and qualities of the Council and I would like you to tell me how 
satisfied you are with each item, using the following categories; very satisfied, satisfied, moderately satisfied, not very 
satisfied or not at all satisfied. 

QCOU1: Customer Service  

QCOU2: Information Services   

QCOU3: Informing the Community 

QCOU4: Consulting the Community  

QCOU5: Responding to the Community  

QCOU6: Engaging with the Community 
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QCOU7: Providing Leadership & Advocacy  

QCOU8: Using the same scale, how satisfied are you with the Central Highlands Regional Council as a whole? 

QCOU9: How satisfied are you with the quality of Councillors you have dealt with directly? 

QCOU10: In your opinion are elected Councillors more, equally or less dedicated to serving the community than state or 
federal parliamentarians? 

1. More dedicated  

2. Equally dedicated  

3. Less dedicated  

4. Don’t know/No response 

 

QCOU11: How important is it for you to have a Councillor who resides in your local area? 

1. Very important 

2. Important 

3. Moderately important 

4. Of little importance 

5. Unimportant 

6. Don't know/No Response 

 

SECTION 8: CONTACT AND COMMUNICATION WITH COUNCIL (7 questions)  

The next few questions are about any dealings that you may have had with your Council and your preferences for receiving 
information from Council. 

QCON1: Have you contacted or visited your COUNCIL OFFICE in the past twelve months? 

1. Yes (go to QCON1b) 

2. No 

3. Don't know 

4. No response 

 

QCON1b: Which office was this? 

1. Blackwater Office 

2. Capella Office 

3. Duaringa Transaction Centre 

4. Emerald Office 

5. Springsure Office 

6. Tieri Transaction Centre 

7. Rolleston Community Centre 

 

QCON1d: Was your query or business adequately answered or resolved in a timely manner? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 
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4. No response 

QCON1e: Were the Council staff that you dealt with when you contacted the office: 

1. Courteous and helpful 

2. Courteous but unable to provide an adequate answer 

3. Disinterested and unhelpful 

4. Rude and unhelpful 

5. Don't know 

6. No response 

 

QCON2: Have you dealt with any other Council employees in the past twelve months? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don't know 

4. No response 

 

QCON2b: Were the Council staff: 

1. Courteous and helpful 

2. Courteous but unable to provide an adequate answer 

3. Disinterested and unhelpful 

4. Rude and unhelpful 

5. Don't know 

6. No response 

 

QCON3: Overall, how would you rate your Council’s effectiveness in handling of queries or complaints? 

1. Excellent  

2. Good  

3. Average/okay  

4. Poor  

5. Very Poor  

6. Don’t Know 

7. No response  

 

QCON4: Would you like more feedback and information on Council activities? 

1. Yes, I would like more information to be provided 

2. No, I am happy with the current level provided 

3. Don't know 

4. No response 
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QCON5: What is the BEST way for you to receive information about Council activities? 

1. Website 

2. Newspaper advertisement 

3. Newspaper article 

4. “The Regional Round-up” – Council’s regional newsletter 

5. Letter-box drop 

6. Radio 

7. Television 

8. CHRC E-News – Council’s electronic newsletter 

9. Social media including Facebook, Twitter, etc 

10. Don’t know/No response 

11. Other (please specify) 

 

QCON6: Have you ever accessed the Council’s website for information such as newsletters, public events, Council meeting 
agendas and minutes or rates information ? 

1. Yes  

2. No 

3. I do not have internet access 

4. Don't know/No response 

 

SECTION 9: DEMOGRAPHICS (20 questions)  

We will now finish off by asking you some demographic questions to ensure that we have spoken to a good cross-section of 
the community. Please let me remind you that the information you tell us is anonymous and you may skip over any question 
should you choose not to answer it. 

QDEM1: What is your present marital status? 

1. Single 

2. Widowed 

3. Divorced/Separated 

4. Married 

5. De facto 

6. No response 

 

QAGE: What is your age? 

1. 18-24 

2. 25-34 

3. 35-44 

4. 45-54 

5. 55-64 

6. 65 and older 

7. No response 
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QGender: Record respondent's gender  

1. Male 

2. Female 

 

QDEM1b: Are you, or any members of your household, currently employed by the Central Highlands Regional Council? 

1. Yes 

2. No  

3. No response 

 

QDEM2: Are you currently living in: 

1. Own home (own or paying mortgage) skip to QHOU1 

2. Rental accommodation (private or public rental) 

3. Company supplied housing 

4. Single person accommodation  

5. Other (please specify) 

 

QDEM2b: Would you be interested in purchasing a house or unit in the Central Highlands region? 

4. Yes 

5. No (go to QDEM2c) 

6. Don’t know 

7. No response 

 

QDEM2c: What is the MAIN reason that you are not interested in buying a home in the Central Highlands region? 

1. Cannot afford suitable housing in the region 

2. Don’t plan to stay in the region 

3. Already own a home elsewhere 

4. Would prefer to buy a home elsewhere 

5. Housing is currently supplied at no/low cost  

6. Other (please specify) 

 

QHOU1: Do you believe that there is a need for lower cost housing in the Central Highlands region? 

1. Yes (go to HOU1b) 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

QHOU1b: What form of housing do you think is MOST needed? 

1. Homes suitable for families 

2. Homes suitable for singles or couples 

3. Flats or units suitable for singles or couples 

4. Other (please specify) 
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QDEM3: How many adults currently live at your residence? 

QDEM4: How many children under the age of 18 currently live at your residence? 

 

QDEM5: What is your current employment status? 

1. Employed full-time 

2. Employed part-time 

3. Employed casual 

4. Unemployed 

5. Retired 

6. Student 

7. Home duties 

8. Pension 

9. No response 

 

QDEM5b: In which industry are you currently employed? 

1. Agriculture, forestry & fishing 

2. Mining 

3. Manufacturing 

4. Electricity, gas & water supply 

5. Construction 

6. Wholesale trade 

7. Retail trade 

8. Accommodation, cafes & restaurants 

9. Transport and storage 

10. Communication services 

11. Finance, property and business services 

12. Finance & insurance 

13. Property & business services 

14. Government administration & defence 

15. Recreation, personal and other services 

16. Health & community services 

17. Education 

18. Cultural & recreational services 

19. Personal & other services 

20. Other (please specify) 

 

QDEM5c: Specify industry 

Open-ended response 

 

QDEM6: In which country were you born? 

1. Australia 

2. Other (please specify) 

 

QDEM7: Do you speak another language other than English at home? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. No response 

 

QDEM7b: Please specify language 

Open-ended response 
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QDEM8: Are you currently involved with any local sporting, hobby or social organisations or clubs? 

1. Yes (go to QDEM8b) 

2. No   

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

 

QDEM8b: Which organisation/s are you involved with? 

Open-ended response 

 

QDEM9: Do you currently give of your time VOLUNTARILY to any local organisations such as the Salvos or Lions, Rotary, 
sports clubs or other volunteer groups? 

1. Yes (go to QDEM9b) 

2. No  (go to QDEM9c) 

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

 

QDEM9b: Which organisation/s do you volunteer with? 

Open-ended response 

 

QDEM9c: Would you be interested in volunteering with a local organisation in the future? 

1. Yes 

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

4. No response 

 

QEND: That brings us to the end of the survey. Would you like to make any comments about the survey, or additional 
comments about some of the issues raised in it? 

Open-ended response  
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Appendix C: Open-ended responses 

 

Due to the length of the open-ended responses, this information is included in a separate document. 

  



CENTRAL HIGHLANDS COMMUNITY SURVEY 2016: FINAL REPORT |  Page 92 of 92 
 

 

 

        CQUniversity Australia  

Population Research Laboratory 

 
CQUniversity Australia Building 18  

Bruce Highway, Rockhampton QLD 4702 

www.cqu.edu.au/prl 
prl@cqu.edu.au 

 
 

http://www.cqu.edu.au/prl

	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	TABLES
	FIGURES
	SURVEY METHODOLOGY
	Background
	Sampling Design
	The Survey Instrument
	Data Collection
	Quality Assurance
	Response Rate
	Estimated Sampling Error
	Demographic Profile
	Final Data

	SURVEY RESULTS
	Section 1: Locality
	Section 2: Community Satisfaction
	Section 3: Rates and Provision of Services
	Section 4: Satisfaction with Facilities and Services
	Subsection 4.0: Wide-ranging services
	Subsection 4.1: Infrastructure
	Subsection 4.2: Community and lifestyle facilities and services
	Subsection 4.3: Regional Management

	Section 5: Environmental Issues
	Section 6: Perceptions of Local Government
	Section 7: Satisfaction with Council
	Section 8: Contact and Communication with Council
	Section 9: Demographics

	APPENDICES
	Appendix A: Subject Areas
	Appendix B: Questionnaire
	Appendix C: Open-ended responses


