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Question 4 - If you wish to provide additional feedback on the Healthy Waterways Program please provide 
your comments in the following text box. 

Attachment 6: Online Survey Responses - Extension Question 4



 



 



 



 

 



Question 7 - If you wish to provide additional feedback on the asset renewal program please provide your 
comments in the following text box. 

Attachment 6: Online Survey Responses - Extension Question 7



 
 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 

 
 



Question 8.  Do you have any other comments in respect to the proposed special rate variation? 

Attachment 6: Online Survey Responses - Extension Question 8



 



 



 



 



 



 



Question 11. Do you have any other feedback in respect to this consultation process? For example, you 
may have ideas as to how the consultation process could be improved, or additional information that could 
be made available to assist in understanding the proposal. 

Attachment 6: Online Survey Responses - Extension Question 11
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Background and Context

Background

Ballina Shire Council has identified that they need to be spending, at least, approximately $2 million extra per annum 
on the renewal of their infrastructure assets. Council is also interested in taking a more proactive approach in respect 
to improving the health of its waterways.

As such, Council is considering an option to raise approximately $2.3m extra per annum to undertake projects to 
improve their waterways and infrastructure by increasing rates and charges. 

Prior to undertaking this decision, Council is seeking to obtain a robust and representative measure of the broader 
community’s sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation (SRV).

Council has prepared a number of funding options and contracted Micromex Research, an independent research
agency, to administer a representative community telephone survey.

Objectives

• Measure community satisfaction with the performance of Council and the current quality of infrastructure and
facilities

• Measure awareness levels and sources of information about a Special Rate Variation
• Measure levels of support for different SRV options
• Obtain a hierarchy of preferences for the different options
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Methodology & Sample

Data collection

Micromex Research, together with Ballina Shire Council, developed the questionnaire.

Interviewing

Respondents were selected by means of a computer based random selection process using the electronic White
Pages. Telephone interviewing was conducted between the 28th January – 1st February 2017, in accordance with the
AMSRS Code of Professional Behaviour.

Confidence Limits

N=403 interviews were conducted. A sample size of 403 provides a maximum sampling error of plus or minus 4.9% at
95% confidence. This means that if the survey was replicated with a new universe of N=403 residents, that 19 times out
of 20 we would expect to see the same results, i.e. +/- 4.9%.

Percentages

All percentages are calculated to the nearest whole number and therefore the total may not exactly equal 100%.

Word Frequency Tagging

Verbatim responses for open questions were collated and entered into analytical software. This analysis ‘counts’ the
number of times a particular word or phrase appears and, based on the frequency of that word or phrase, a font size
is generated. The larger the font, the more frequently the word or sentiment is mentioned.



Sample Profile
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Sample Profile

Base: N = 403

The sample 
was weighted 
by age and 
gender, to 
reflect the 
2011 ABS 

community 
profile of 

Ballina Shire 
Council

14%

86%

27%

29%

25%

19%

53%

47%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Non-ratepayer

Ratepayer

65+

50-64

35–49

18–34

Female

Male

Age

Gender

Ratepayer Status*

*1 respondent refused to answer ratepayer status
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Awareness of Council Exploring a Special Rate Variation

A large proportion of respondents (59%) were already aware that Council was exploring 
sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation, suggesting that Council had conducted effective 

methods of communication to the community regarding a SRV

Q6a. Prior to taking this call, were you aware that Council was exploring community sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation?

Base: N = 403

▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of awareness

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Yes 59% 60% 58% 29%▼ 51% 69%▲ 77%▲

No/not sure 41% 40% 42% 71% 49% 31% 23%

Yes, 59%
No/not 

sure, 41%

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Yes 65%▲ 25%▼ 60% 63% 60% 41% 42% 55% 48%

No/not sure 35% 75% 40% 37% 40% 59% 58% 45% 52%

Note: not sure = 1%
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14%

5%

11%

35%

73%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Other

Public Meeting

Radio broadcasting

Newspaper advertisement

Mail out

Sources of Information on Special Rate Variation

Q6b. (If yes in Q6a), how were you informed about the Special Rate Variation?

The majority of respondents (73%) who were already aware of Council exploring community 
sentiment towards an SRV became informed via a ‘mail out’. Ratepayers were significantly 

more likely to be informed via a ‘mail out’, whilst residents of Lennox Head and those over the 
age of 65 were significantly more likely to be aware via a ‘newspaper advertisement’

Base: N = 275

Q6a. Prior to taking this call, were you aware that Council was exploring community sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation?

Other specified Count

Word of mouth 25

Council website 8

Council staff 2

Email from Council 2

Television 2

Notice board at council facility 1

Don't know 1

Note: see Appendix 1 for data cross analysed by demographics



Support for a Special Rate 
Variation
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Concept Statement

The State Government introduced its Fit for the Future Reform in 2014, which required all NSW councils to assess their current position and
demonstrate how the council will be financially sustainable into the future. In our submission, we identified that we need to be spending
approximately $2 million extra per annum on the renewal of our infrastructure assets such as:

• Roads
• Stormwater drainage
• Community buildings
• Open spaces
• Sports fields

In addition to this, during the recent council elections, the newly elected Councillors received feedback supporting Council taking a more
proactive approach in respect to managing our waterways, particularly the Richmond River and its tributaries, along with Shaws Bay and
Lake Ainsworth.

As such we are considering an option to raise approximately $300,000 extra per annum to undertake projects to improve the health of OUR
waterways. This extra spending on infrastructure and waterways will require an increase in rates and charges, which is known as a Special
Rates Variation. To minimise the financial burden of the rate increase the allowable increases in waste collection, water and wastewater
charges will be limited to approximately CPI for the next three years. In addition to this the Council will remove Council’s waste operations
charge of $73 per annum.

There are four options which I would like you to consider. Each option will have varying impacts on local assets and service quality. In
summary, the four options are:

Option 1: Rate peg only
Option 2: Improve the health of our waterways
Option 3: Maintain and improve our core infrastructure assets
Option 4: Maintain and improve our core infrastructure assets and improve the health of our waterways

Before we discuss these options in more detail, it is worth noting that all across NSW, residential rates increase each year by an amount that
is set by the NSW Government – this is known as the Rate Peg. For the 2017-18 financial year, this increase is estimated to be 1.5%. In the
two following years, this increase is estimated to be 2.5% each year.

Residents were read the following concept statement prior to being asked to rate their support:
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Support for Option 1 – Rate Peg Only

OPTION 1 – Rate peg only

No special rate variation and the removal of the waste operations charge.

Rates would increase only by the usual annual rate peg amount of 1.5% for 2017/18 and an estimate of 2.5% for 2018/19 and 2019/20.

Over the three-year period, this is a cumulative increase of 6.6%.

Residential ratepayers who are paying around $943 per year would pay around $21 more each year. After three years, this would
amount to an annual residential charge of $1,006 by 2019/2020, an increase of $63.

Even though the rate peg increase would apply each year, by removing the separate waste operations charge of $73 in 2017/18, the
average residential ratepayer will be paying $11 less in 2019/20 than they are paying now for this combination of rates and charges.

Under this option there is the potential for long term deterioration of core infrastructure assets, including:

• Roads
• Buildings
• Footpaths
• Stormwater drainage
• Parks and open spaces, including playgrounds
• Sports field facilities

Council may also not be able to reach its goal of being financially sustainable and being confirmed as a Fit for the Future Council.

And there would also be limited proactive works undertaken to improve the health of our waterways.
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Support for Option 1 – Rate Peg Only

Support for Option 1 was low, with over half of respondents (52%) being ‘not very supportive’ of 
‘not at all supportive’ of a rate peg only

Q4a. How supportive are you of Council proceeding with Option 1?

Base: N = 403 Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

23%

29%

18%

18%

12%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 2.68 2.81 2.56 2.37 2.59 2.81 2.83

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 2.71 2.48 2.81 2.72 2.67 2.39 3.10 2.23 2.36
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Support for Option 2 – Improve the Health of Our 

Waterways
OPTION 2 – Improve the health of our waterways

The long-term objective of the Healthy Waterways Program, especially for the Richmond River, is to bring back the fish and oysters to our
estuary. Plans for Shaws Bay and Lake Ainsworth focus on their highly prized recreational values.

In addition to the usual rate pegging increase of 1.5% for 2017/18, this option would include an extra 1.5% Special Rate Variation, so a total
increase of 3% for 2017/18.

This Special Rate Variation increase of 1.5% would only occur in the 2017-18 financial year, but it would be built into the rate base,
meaning in future years rate peg increases would be applied to a larger base, thereby generating slightly more revenue to be allocated
to the waterways.

Under this option, residential ratepayers who are paying around $943 per year would pay, on average, $971 next year, which is an
increase of $28. However, they would not pay the separate $73 for the waste operations charge, resulting in an overall saving of
approximately $45 for 2017/18.

This option would generate approximately $3.6 million over 10 years to undertake projects to improve the health of our waterways.

However, under this option there is the potential for long term deterioration of Council’s core infrastructure assets due to a lack of funding.

Council may also not be able to reach its goal of being financially sustainable and being confirmed as a Fit for the Future Council.



16

Support for Option 2 – Improve the Health of Our 

Waterways

61% of respondents were at least ‘somewhat supportive’ of Option 2 to improve the health of the 
waterways. Residents of Wollongbar were significantly less likely to be supportive of this option, 
possibly a reflection of its western location within the LGA making it one of the furthest points from 

Shaws Bay and Lake Ainsworth

Q4b. How supportive are you of Council proceeding with Option 2?

Base: N = 403 Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

16%

23%

30%

21%

10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 2.86 2.84 2.89 2.82 2.95 2.74 2.95

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 2.84 3.02 3.08 2.78 2.87 2.78 2.87 2.37▼ 2.98

▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of support
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Support for Option 3 – Maintain and Improve Our Core 

Infrastructure Assets
OPTION 3 – Maintain and improve our core infrastructure assets

This option is based on Council only implementing its Fit for the Future submission to focus on infrastructure but not waterways, which was
based on a 2.9% increase above the estimated rate pegging limit for 2017/18 to 2019/20. Council would be able to deliver improvements
to assets sooner and ensure that our existing assets do not deteriorate over time and we meet the State Government’s Fit for the Future
benchmarks.

In addition to the standard rate pegging increase of 1.5% for 2017/18 and 2.5% for 2018/19 and 2019/20, this option represents a total
increase of 4.4% for 2017/18 and then 5.4% for both 2018/19 and 2019/20. Over the three-year period this is a cumulative increase of almost
16%.

Residential ratepayers who are paying around $943 per year would pay, on average, around $50 more each year. After three years, this
would amount to an annual charge of $1,094 by 2019/2020.

However, over the next 3 years some of this increase will be offset by the removal of the separate waste operations charge of $73. The
total actual increase over the period would be $78 more than is currently being paid, which represents an increase of approximately $26
each year.

At the end of the three-year period the Special Rate Variation increase would be built into the rate base, meaning in future years’ rate
peg increases would be applied to a larger base, thereby generating slightly more revenue to be allocated to community assets.

This option would generate approximately $18 million over 10 years and Council would spend this on the renewal of the following
infrastructure:

• $11 million on roads and stormwater drainage
• $2.5 million on buildings; and
• $4.5 million on parks, open spaces and sports fields

Allocations within these infrastructure types may change over time depending on the highest priority works, but importantly the funds will
always be spent on infrastructure renewal. However, there would be limited proactive works undertaken to improve the health of our
waterways.
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Support for Option 3 – Maintain and Improve Our Core 

Infrastructure Assets

Two thirds of respondents (66%) were at least ‘somewhat supportive’ of Option 3 to maintain and 
improve core infrastructure assets

Q4c. How supportive are you of Council proceeding with Option 3?

Base: N = 403 Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

14%

20%

26%

31%

9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 3.01 3.09 2.95 2.92 3.00 2.98 3.11

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 2.97 3.31 3.27 3.02 2.84 3.04 2.71 3.19 2.63
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Support for Option 4 – Maintain and Improve Our Core 

Infrastructure and Improve the Health of Our Waterways

OPTION 4 – Maintain and improve our core infrastructure assets and improve the health of our waterways

This option represents a Special Rate Variation of 4.9% for 2017/18 and 5.9% for 2018/19 and 2019/20, to address both our assets and our
waterways.

Residential ratepayers who are paying around $943 per year would pay, on average, around $55 more each year. After three years, this would
amount to an annual charge of $1,109 by 2019/2020. Over the three-year period this is a cumulative increase of 17.6%.

However, over the next 3 years some of this increase will be offset by the removal the separate waste operations charge of $73. The total
actual increase over the period would be $93 more than is currently being paid, which represents an increase of approximately $31 each year.

Therefore, the actual cumulative increase is 9.2% for the three-year period.

As per option three this option would generate approximately $18 million over 10 years for asset renewal and Council would spend this on the
renewal of the following infrastructure:

• $11 million on roads and stormwater drainage
• $2.5 million on buildings; and
• $4.5 million on parks, open spaces and sports fields

Allocations within these infrastructure types may change over time depending on the highest priority works, but importantly the funds will
always be spent on infrastructure renewal.

Council would be able to deliver improvements to assets sooner and ensure that our existing asset base did not deteriorate over time.

In addition, this option would generate approximately $3.6 million over 10 years to undertake projects to improve the health of our waterways.

At the end of the three-year period the Special Rate Variation increase would be built into the rate base, meaning in future years’ rate peg
increases would be applied to a larger base, thereby generating slightly more revenue to be allocated to community assets and waterways.
We should also be in a position to meet the State Government’s Fit for the Future benchmarks.
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Support for Option 4 – Maintain and Improve Our Core 

Infrastructure and Improve the Health of Our Waterways

Support was the highest for Option 4, with 74% of respondents (71% of ratepayers) being at least 
‘somewhat supportive’. 18-34 year olds and non-ratepayers were significantly more likely to be 

supportive of Option 4, whilst those over the age of 65 were significantly less likely

Q4d. How supportive are you of Council proceeding with Option 4?

Base: N = 403 Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

15%

11%

22%

24%

28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 3.40 3.38 3.43 3.83▲ 3.57 3.23 3.14▼

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 3.31 3.98▲ 3.58 3.37 3.23 4.05 2.67 3.34 3.51

▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of support

Note: see Appendix A for support for option 4 for ratepayers
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Preferences of Special Rate Variation Options

Option 4 was the most popular choice by residents as their first preference. The variation in preference between Options 4 

and 3 was reduced when examining combined 1st and 2nd preferences, however Option 4 remained the dominant choice. 

Residents who selected Option 4 as their first preference were significantly more likely to be satisfied with the performance

of Council in the past 12 months, whilst those who selected Option 1 as their first preference were significantly less likely

Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

First Preference Combined Preferences

54%

14%

14%

18%

0% 30% 60%

Option 4

(N=401)

Option 3

(N=401)

Option 2

(N=401)

Option 1

(N=402)

67%

57%

45%

31%

11%

34%

43%

12%

22%

9%

12%

57%

0% 50% 100%

Option 4

(N=401)

Option 3

(N=401)

Option 2

(N=401)

Option 1

(N=402)

1st & 2nd preferences 3rd preference 4th preference

Note: 1. One respondent refused to provide any preferences and one respondent refused to provide a 2nd, 3rd and 4th preference 
2. For data cross analysed by demographics, please see Appendix 1
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Reasons for Preferring Option 4 (54%)
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

10%

13%

19%

58%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Other

Maintaining and improving infrastructure assets is a priority

Waterways are a priority area for improvement

Important to improve both infrastructure assets and

waterways

Option 4 – 54% First Preference

‘Happy to pay more to 
maintain our community and 

waterways’

‘Important for everything to be 
improved equally’

‘Best option to look after the 
community’

‘Both are important and need 
attention’

Respondents who selected 4 option as their first preference did so because they largely 
believe it is important to maintain both infrastructure and waterways equally

Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

Base: N = 190 Note: ‘other’ responses are listed in Appendix A
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Reasons for Preferring Option 3 (14%)
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

24%

76%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Other

Important to improve core infrastructure assets

Option 3 – 14% First Preference

‘It is important for infrastructure 
to be improved’

‘It is the best value for money 
option’

Believing that it is important to improve core infrastructure assets was the driver of 76% 
of respondents who selected option 3 as their first preference

Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

Base: N = 66

‘Infrastructure is an important 
priority and caters to the whole 

community’

‘I do not want money spent on 
waterways’

Note: ‘other’ responses are listed in Appendix A
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Reasons for Preferring Option 2 (14%)
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

28%

72%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Other

Our waterways are a priority area for improvement

Base: N = 64

Option 2 – 14% First Preference

‘’Waterways are the most 
important feature of the area’

‘Waterways need constant 
attention’

‘Improving waterways is a 
priority’

‘This option is financially 
manageable for most 

ratepayers’

Acknowledging that waterways should be a priority issue for Council to improve was 
the explanation given by 72% of respondents who selected Option 2 as their first 

preference

Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

Note: ‘other’ responses are listed in Appendix A
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Reasons for Preferring Option 1 (18%)
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

34%

28%

39%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Other

Council should improve their financial management

Most affordable option

Base: N = 83

Option 1 – 18% First Preference

‘Pensioners cannot afford to 
pay more money’

‘Better financial management 
is needed first’

‘I cannot afford to pay more as 
I am on a fixed low-income’

Statements on why respondents choose option 1 as their first preference were dominated 
by references to it being the most affordable option, and that Council should be 

improving their financial management before asking to increase rates

Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

‘Cost of living is too high 
already’

Note: ‘other’ responses are listed in Appendix A



Summary of Key 
Results
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The Ballina community are supportive of Council seeking an SRV that addresses the 

needs of both local infrastructure and waterways

The majority of residents were aware (59%) that Council was exploring community 
sentiment towards a potential special rate variation, the majority of whom were 
informed by the Council’s mailout

Residents were most supportive of Option 4 (Maintain and improve our core
infrastructure assets and improve the health of our waterways)

⇒ 54% of residents selected Option 4 as their most preferred option

⇒ Cumulatively 67% of residents selected Option 4 as either their first or

second preference

57% of the community had Option 1 (Rate peg only) as their least preferred option

Summary of Key Results



Community Diagnostics
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Overall Satisfaction With the Performance of Council

Overall satisfaction with the performance of Council has significantly decreased since 2016. This is likely due to 

awareness of Council seeking an SRV, with residents who are driving the downward shift in satisfaction being 

significantly more likely to have a preference for option 1-no rate rise (as shown in questions later in the report).

Satisfaction however is still significantly higher than our LGA brand scores for NSW

Q2. Overall, for the last 12 months, how satisfied are you with the performance of Council, not just on one or two issues but across all responsibility areas?

NSW LGA BRAND SCORES Means

Regional 3.22

All of NSW 3.31

Ballina Shire Council 3.50▲

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 3.47 3.66 3.79▲ 3.58 3.10▼ 3.80 3.02 3.41 3.25

Overall 
2017

Overall 
2016

Overall 
2014

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 3.50▼ 3.66 3.65 3.41 3.58 3.64 3.31 3.42 3.66▲

1%

5%

30%

55%

8%

1%

5%

30%

53%

10%

6%

9%

27%

44%

14%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Not at all satisfied

Not very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Satisfied

Very satisfied

2017 N=403 2016 N=507 2014 N=500

Scale: 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied ▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction

▼

▲

▲



30

2%

11%

28%

44%

15%

0% 25% 50%

Not at all satisfied

Not very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Satisfied

Very satisfied

Satisfaction With the Quality of Infrastructure and Facilities

87% of residents were at least ‘somewhat satisfied’ with the quality of infrastructure and 
facilities. Respondents over the age of 65 were significantly more satisfied, whilst those aged 

35-49 were significantly less satisfied

Q3a. How satisfied are you with the quality of infrastructure and facilities provided by Council in the local area?

Base: N = 403

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 3.57 3.59 3.56 3.53 3.30▼ 3.59 3.83▲

Scale: 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied ▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 3.56 3.66 3.63 3.58 3.49 3.89 3.12 3.91 3.41
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Importance of Providing Better Infrastructure and Facilities

Residents strongly believe that it is important for Council to provide better infrastructure and 
facilities, with 61% stating that it is ‘very important’

Q3b. How important is it for Council to provide better infrastructure and facilities?

Base: N = 403

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mean ratings 4.51 4.47 4.54 4.29 4.63 4.61 4.43

1%

7%

31%

61%

0% 25% 50% 75%

Not at all important

Not very important

Somewhat important

Important

Very important

Scale: 1 = not at all important, 5 = very important ▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower level of importance

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina Lennox Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar Rural/other

Mean ratings 4.49 4.64 4.61 4.42 4.55 4.68 4.78 4.33 4.53

0%
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Demographics

%

18-34 19%

35-49 25%

50-64 29%

65+ 27%

Base 403

Q7. Please stop me when I read out your age bracket:

%

Ratepayer 86%

Non-ratepayer 14%

Base 402

Q8. Which of the following best describes the house where you are currently 

living?:

%

Male 47%

Female 53%

Base 403

Q10. Gender.

%

Alstonville 23%

Ballina 42%

Lennox Head 17%

Skennars Head 1%

Wardell 2%

Wollongbar 5%

Rural/other 10%

Base 403

Q1a. In which area do you live?
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Demographics

%

Less than 6 months 2%

6 months – 2 years 4%

3 – 5 years 6%

6 – 10 years 14%

11 – 20 years 30%

More than 20 years 44%

Base 403

Q1b. How long have you lived in the local area?

%

Work full time in the LGA 28%

Work full time outside the LGA 8%

Work part time in the LGA 18%

Work part time outside the LGA 6%

Home duties 3%

Student 4%

Retired 25%

Unemployed/Pensioner 7%

Not applicable 1%

Base 403

Q9. Which of the following best describes your current employment status?:
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Source of Information on Special Rate Variation

Q6b. (If yes in Q6a), how were you informed about the Special Rate Variation?

Q6a. Prior to taking this call, were you aware that Council was exploring community sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation?

Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Mail out 73% 71% 75% 48% 77% 75% 75%

Newspaper advertisement 35% 36% 34% 0%▼ 23% 42% 44%▲

Radio broadcasting 11% 12% 11% 0% 14% 15% 9%

Public meeting 5% 7% 3% 13% 4% 0%▼ 7%

Other 14% 15% 14% 38% 3% 18% 12%

▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower percentage

Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina

Lennox 
Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar
Rural/
other

Mail out 76%▲ 32%▼ 77% 75% 58% 100% 38% 90% 75%

Newspaper advertisement 35% 28% 24%▼ 36% 53%▲ 74% 25% 47% 13%▼

Radio broadcasting 10% 25% 11% 10% 17% 0% 0% 5% 14%

Public meeting 5% 0% 4% 5% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Other 13% 45% 15% 17% 8% 0% 62% 14% 3%

Base: N = 403
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Support for Option 4 – Ratepayers
Q4d. How supportive are you of Council proceeding with Option 4?

Base: N = 346 Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

17%

12%

22%

21%

28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Not at all supportive

Not very supportive

Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

Mean rating: 3.31 
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1st and 2nd preferences Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Option 1 31% 32% 31% 19% 28% 36% 39%▲

Option 2 45% 43% 47% 32% 54% 49% 43%

Option 3 56% 57% 56% 57% 53% 52% 64%▲

Option 4 67% 68% 66% 92%▲ 66% 64% 54%▼

▲▼ = A significantly higher/lower preferenceBase: N = 401 - 402

Preferences of Special Rate Variation Options
Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

3rd preference Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Option 1 12% 15% 9% 14% 9% 14% 11%

Option 2 43% 44% 42% 54% 36% 40% 45%

Option 3 34% 32% 37% 32% 36% 39% 29%

Option 4 11% 10% 12% 0%▼ 19%▲ 7% 15%

1st and 2nd preferences Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina

Lennox 
Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar
Rural/
other

Option 1 35%▲ 10% 30% 33% 35% 0% 57% 26% 23%

Option 2 47% 37% 45% 46% 51% 28% 43% 28% 44%

Option 3 55% 68% 59% 53% 49% 82% 69% 72% 62%

Option 4 64% 85%▲ 66% 68% 64% 89% 32%▼ 74% 72%
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Preferences of Special Rate Variation Options
Q5a. Please rank the 4 options in order of preference:

4th preference Overall Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+

Option 1 57% 53% 60% 67% 64% 51% 50%

Option 2 12% 13% 11% 14% 10% 11% 12%

Option 3 9% 11% 7% 11% 11% 9% 7%

Option 4 22% 22% 22% 8%▼ 15% 29% 31%▲

3rd preference Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina

Lennox 
Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar
Rural/
other

Option 1 10% 26%▲ 15% 12% 13% 20% 15% 5% 5%

Option 2 42% 47% 45% 38% 39% 62% 47% 68%▲ 48%

Option 3 37% 21% 33% 37% 33% 18% 31% 28% 34%

Option 4 12% 6% 7% 12% 15% 0% 6% 0% 13%

4th preference Ratepayer
Non-

ratepayer
Alstonville Ballina

Lennox 
Head

Skennars
Head

Wardell Wollongbar
Rural/
other

Option 1 56% 64% 55% 56% 51% 80% 28% 69% 72%

Option 2 11% 16% 10% 16% 10% 9% 11% 5% 8%

Option 3 9% 11% 8% 9% 18%▲ 0% 0% 0% 5%

Option 4 24%▲ 8% 27% 19% 21% 11% 62% 26% 15%
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Reasons for Preferring Options 1 and 2 
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

Option 1 – 1st preference Count

Rates are already high, don't want to see an increase 5

Council do not undertake the tasks they promise 4

Do not believe these are the areas that require funding 2

It is the best option for me 2

Refused to respond 2

Wages are not increasing to match further rates 
increases

2

Council is subdividing so a rate increase will give them 
too much money

1

Council should look to make extra money in other areas, 
e.g. Levy, better management of waterways

1

Do not think Council has considered the demographics 
of the ratepayers

1

Do not trust council to do the best for the community 1

Not the right time to increase rates 1

Rate increases for the purpose of waterways and 
infrastructure would not impact my future

1

Rates are higher than quoted in options, don't want to 
see an increase

1

Retired people are not using the facilities which have 
been flagged for improvement so should not have to 
pay extra rates

1

There has already been significant rate increases over 
the years

1

There is more infrastructure work to be undertaken 1

Waterways/infrastructure should be state responsibility 1

Option 2 – 1st preference Count

Best sounding option 3

Refused to respond 2

Cost is all I can afford 2

Financially manageable for most rate payers 2

Infrastructure can be funded by other options rather 
than a rate increase

1

Do not believe that it is Ballina Shire Council's 
responsibility to raise revenue for infrastructure and 
waterways

1

Economic climate 1

I think council should take a cut to their wages 1

It covers what I feel should be covered by the councils in 
their work.

1

Money gets spent on wrong things already why give 
them more

1

Rates are high enough already 1

Shire is well maintained and doesn’t need to raise the 
rates

1

Wasting enough tax payer dollars so may as well fix the 
Richmond river

1
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Reasons for Preferring Options 3 and 4 
Q5b. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference?

Option 3 – 1st preference Count

Most reasonable rate increase 3

Best value for money 2

Better option for the environment 1

Better to do it now than later 1

Happy medium between all options 1

Supportive, however would like to know what money will 
be spent on

1

Improving health of waterways should involve financial 
input from Councils upstream

1

Need sufficient funds to manage everyday life 1

Rates are too high 1

Refused to respond 1

Waterways need to be kept clean 1

Against council spending money on Richmond river if 
the other councils wont input money as well

1

Option 4 – 1st preference Count

This is the best option 6

Most feasible way for Council to raise money to make 
improvements in the community

2

Refused to respond/no reason 2

Willing to pay for improvements 2

Council should manage the money that they already 
have more efficiently

1

Possibility of a financially sustainable council 1

Support Council in an increase as they are doing a 
good job

1

They need to cut down undergrowth for views 1

This is the best use of my money for a rates increase 1

This will improve the area, as well as meeting Fit for the 
Future benchmarks

1

We need to raise the money 1
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Paul Hickey

To: Sandra Bailey

Subject: FW: Response

About Micromex Research 

Micromex Research was established in NSW in 1986 and is 100% Australian owned. We are a mid-sized full service vertically integrated market 

research company – we have our own call centre, field interviewers, and online survey capabilities, plus extensive qualitative research 

experience. We have 10 FT employees and circa 100 casual employees. 

In 2011 Micromex Research gained contractor accreditation to the Local Government Procurement Community Services Panel LGP 12.08.  We 

are also on the 2014 NSW Performance and Management Supplier Panel and the current NSW Transport Surveys & Fieldwork Services Supplier 

Panel.  And we were accepted onto the NSW Office of Local Government’s Fit for Future Technical Advisory Panel to provide community 

engagement/research advice to government. 

We have worked with the following LGAs and organisations since March 2010: 

Attachment 6: 
Community Feedback - 

Micromex Research explanation of strong community support
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1. Albury City Council 

2. Ashfield Council 

3. Armidale Regional Council 

4. Auburn City Council 

5. Bankstown City Council 

6. Ballina Shire Council 

7. Bayside City Council(VIC) 

8. Bega Valley Shire Council 

9. Blacktown City Council 

10. Bland Shire Council 

11. Broken Hill Shire Council 

12. Burwood Council 

13. Byron Shire Council 

14. Camden Council 

15. Campbelltown City Council 

16. Cessnock Council 

17. City of Melbourne 

18. City of Ryde 

19. City of Sydney 

20. Devonport Council (TAS) 

21. Dubbo City Council 

22. Eurobodalla Shire Council 

23. Fairfield City Council 

24. Forbes Shire Council 

25. Gosford City Council 

26. Gloucester Shire Council 

27. Great Lakes Shire Council 

28. Hawkesbury Council 

29. Holroyd City Council 

30. Hunter’s Hill Council 

31. Kempsey Shire Council 

32. Kingston City Council (VIC) 

33. Ku-ring-gai Council 

34. Lake Macquarie City Council 

35. Lane Cove Council 

36. Lithgow City Council  

37. Liverpool City Council 

38. Liverpool Plains Council 

39. Maitland Council 

40. Marrickville City Council 

41. Mid-Western Regional Council 

42. Moorabool Shire Council (VIC) 

43. Mosman Council 

44. Moree Shire Council 

45. Murray Shire Council 

46. Murrumbidgee Shire Council  

47. Narrandera Shire Council  

48. Newcastle City Council 

49. Parramatta City Council 

50. Penrith City Council 

51. Playford Council (SA) 

52. Pittwater Council 

53. Port Macquarie-Hastings Council 

54. Queanbeyan City Council 

55. Richmond Valley Council 

56. Randwick City Council  

57. Rockdale City Council 

58. Singleton City Council 

59. Strathfield Council 

60. Sutherland Shire Council 

61. Tamworth Regional Council 

62. Tenterfield Shire Council 

63. The Hills Shire Council 

64. Upper Hunter Shire Council 

65. Wagga Wagga City Council 

66. Warringah Council 

67. Waverley Municipal Council 

68. Wollondilly Council 

69. Wingecarribee Council 

70. Woollahra Municipal Council 

71. Wyong Shire Council 

72. Yass Valley Council 

Micromex Research has a flat organisation structure – senior executives including Stuart Reeve and Mark Mitchell work seamlessly with the rest of 

the project team on large projects and key clients. 

Between them, Stuart and Mark have over 55 years’ research experience! 

• Mark, our General Manager, has previously been NSW General Manager of Roy Morgan Research and Managing Director of C&R 

Research.  He is a member of the Australian Market & Social Research Society (AMSRS) and is a Qualified Practising Market Researcher 

(QPMR). This accreditation indicates a member is a professional market and social researcher recognised for extensive experience and 

formal qualifications. It also reflects that the member has made a commitment to ongoing professional development to maintain their 

expertise in the industry. 
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• Stuart, our Managing Director, has worked in senior roles at companies such as Research International and Roy Morgan 

Research, and has conducted countless qualitative and quantitative community engagement surveys in his past seven years 

with Micromex.  Stu is a member of the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) and has been a long standing 

member of the Australian Market & Social Research Society 

 

Our Special Rate Variation experience 

Since 2010 we have provided technical survey services for over 30+ SRV consultations – and in all our submissions IPART has never expressed 

concern with our survey approach or scale. The community support and preference for Option 4 has the strongest support score and 

preference score we have seen for the highest option in an SRV.  

The Support Scale 

Why do we use a unipolar support scale?  Quite simply because a unipolar scale prompts a respondent to think of the presence or absence of 

a quality or attribute. A perfect example of this is a  response to a concept like an SRV option.  

Our unipolar scale includes the following choices:  

• not at all supportive 

• not very supportive 

• somewhat supportive 

• supportive 

• very supportive  

A bipolar scale prompts a respondent to balance two opposite attributes, determining the relative proportion of these opposite attributes. 

Where a unipolar scale has one “pole,” a bipolar scale has two polar opposites.  

For example,:  

• Much too hot  

• A little too hot 

• Just right  

• A little too cold 

• Much too cold 
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In the case of our support rating, trying to use a bipolar scale would be ‘messy’ – for instance, it would run from ‘very supportive’ to ‘very 

unsupportive’.  In reality, you either don’t support an issue at all, or you support it to some extent – hence our use of the unipolar scale. 

It is also worth noting that we used a semantic scale, where a series of answer codes were read out to residents.  The code descriptions help to 

add context/meaning and minimise respondent confusion.   

Top 2 or Top 3 Box? 

Following on from the above, residents who did not support an option could select ‘not at all supportive’ or even ‘not very supportive’.  So if 

they chose to select ‘somewhat supportive’, we can assume they were registering some level of support.  Interestingly, had we only considered 

the Top 2 Box results for the four options rather than Top 3 Box, support for Option 4 was even more favourable relative to the others. 

Other Design Features 

We also rotated the order 1-4 and 4-1 to obtain a sequential monadic support score so that we can see the relative support level for each of 

the options.  

After which as per IPART’s Guidelines for the preparation of an application for a special variation to general income in 2012/2013 (see 5.2.3 

below)  we obtained a head-to-head preference score, which showed a clear preference for Option 4. 

 

5.2.3      Capturing community feedback  

 

There are a number of options for capturing community feedback.  Generally the best way of capturing representative and quantifiable community feedback is by undertaking 

a statistically significant, random survey.  IPART anticipates that councils applying for a special variation will need to conduct such a survey.   

 

When undertaking the survey respondents need to be provided with clear and transparent information on the special variation being sought and the services and/or works 

programs it is to fund (as outlined above).  

 

The information and the questions should be presented to participants in an objective way and not be leading or misleading.   

 

The survey should capture what the community wants 

 

The survey should determine the community’s willingness to pay the proposed rate increases to fund the program of expenditure which the council is proposing – not just the 

community’s support for the expenditure program.  

 

Preferably, consultation material and surveys should also measure the level of community support for different programs of expenditure by allowing respondents to rank these 

services and/or proposed works in order of priority.  
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Respondents should be offered more than a choice between ‘all or nothing’. There should be different levels of services and/or proposed works which may be able to be 

funded with a lower rate increase. 

 

 

 

 

 

Stuart Reeve 

Managing Director 

 
dd +612 4352 2388 

mob 0425 207 552 

www.micromex.com.au 

  

Confidentiality notice: The information in this document and attachments is confidential and may also be legally privileged. It is intended only for the use of 

the named recipient. 

Micromex Research does not accept responsibility for the contents of this message. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us immediately and 

then delete this document. Do not disclose the contents of this document to any unauthorised person, nor take copies. Violation of this notice might be 

unlawful.  
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29%

21%

17%

6%

71%

79%

83%

94%

-60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Healthy Environment 
Summary 

94% of residents stated that ‘health of our waterways’ is a priority for them/their household. 

Females were significantly more likely to prioritise ‘native vegetation and bushland areas’. 

Residents aged 65 and over were significantly less likely to believe that ‘climate change initiatives’, ‘urban 

landscapes and parks’ and ‘native vegetation and bushland areas’ are priority issues. 

Lennox Head residents were significantly more likely to state that ‘urban landscapes and parks’ is a priority 

issue, whilst Alstonville and Rural/Other residents were significantly less likely to. Lennox Head residents 

additionally were significantly more likely to state that ‘climate change initiatives’ were a priority issue and 

Alstonville residents were significantly less likely to prioritise ‘health of our waterways’. 

Q10c. Thinking about the third key direction ‘Healthy Environment’, for each of the following could you please indicate 

which are priorities for you/your household? 

Base: N = 507 

Health of our waterways 

Urban landscapes and 

parks 

Native vegetation and 

bushland areas 

Climate change 

initiatives 

No Yes

Attachment 6: 
Community Feedback - Survey Results (August 2016)
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Healthy Environment 
 

Summary 

 

71% of residents stated that investment in ‘health of our waters’ should be increased. 

 

Females were significantly more likely to believe that investment for ‘native vegetation and bushland areas’ 

and ‘climate change initiatives’ should be increased. 

 

Residents of Lennox Head were significantly more likely to feel that investment should be increased for ‘urban 

landscapes and parks’, whilst residents of Wardell were significantly less likely to. 

 
Q10c. Thinking about the third key direction ‘Healthy Environment’, for each of the following could you please indicate 

whether there should be less, the same, or more focus in terms of Council investment, resourcing or advocacy on 

that area? 

 

 
Overall 

2016 
Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 

Health of our waterways 0.69 0.63 0.74 0.69 0.67 0.69 0.69 

Climate change initiatives 0.45 0.36 0.53▲ 0.53 0.41 0.48 0.39 

Urban landscapes and 

parks 
0.44 0.40 0.46 0.47 0.44 0.46 0.39 

Native vegetation and 

bushland areas 
0.37 0.28 0.45▲ 0.32 0.34 0.45 0.35 

 

 Alstonville Ballina 
Lennox 

Head 

Skennars 

Head 
Wardell Wollongbar Rural/Other 

Health of our waterways 0.61 0.70 0.72 0.68 0.68 0.62 0.77 

Climate change initiatives 0.44 0.43 0.58 0.31 0.50 0.26 0.41 

Urban landscapes and 

parks 
0.39 0.39 0.67▲ 0.58 -0.08▼ 0.52 0.24 

Native vegetation and 

bushland areas 
0.29 0.38 0.44 0.45 0.18 0.43 0.36 

Scale: -1 = less, 0 = the same, 1 = more 

▲▼= A significantly higher/lower level of investment (by group) 

 

 

 

Base: n=507 
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Key Findings 

When we examine and review the 8 largest performance gaps, we can identify that all of the services or 

facilities have been rated as ‘high’ to ‘extremely high’ in importance. Resident satisfaction for all of these 

areas with the exception of ‘Affordable housing’, exceed 3.0 which indicates that resident satisfaction for 

these measures is ‘moderate’. 

Ranking Service/ Facility 
Importance 

Mean 

Satisfaction 

Mean 

Performance 

Gap 

1 Overall health of the Richmond River 4.65 3.23 1.42 

2 Roads 4.73 3.42 1.31 

3 Long term planning 4.53 3.27 1.26 

4 Affordable housing 4.00 2.80 1.20 

5 Management of development 4.19 3.16 1.03 

6 Crime prevention and law and order initiatives 4.52 3.56 0.96 

7 Parking 4.37 3.41 0.96 

8 
Opportunities to participate in Council decision 

making 
4.01 3.07 0.94 

The key outcomes of this analysis would suggest that, while there are opportunities to improve satisfaction 

across a range of services/facilities, that for the most part Council is achieving a good balance in 

delivery. The ‘overall health of the Richmond River’ is has the greatest largest gap between stated 

importance and satisfaction, though not the lowest satisfaction score. 

Note: Performance gap is the first step in the process, we now need to identify comparative ratings 

across all services and facilities to get an understanding of relative importance and satisfaction at an 

LGA level. This is when we undertake step 2 of the analysis. 

Attachment 6: 
Community Feedback - Survey Key Findings (August 2016)
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