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This report outlines the results and recommendations of the 2016 NSW Local Government 

Community Satisfaction Survey for Mid-Coast Council. 

In a first for the NSW Local Government sector, the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) 

coordinated delivery of this Community Satisfaction Survey amongst newly established councils in 

NSW in 2016. The survey is intended to produce data that will assist new councils in measuring 

success of implementation. 

DPC together with new councils developed a success framework to guide the implementation of new 

councils and to measure progress. The Stronger Councils Framework defines a strong council as one 

that delivers results for their community, builds relationships and partnerships, and has the culture, 

people and capability to make this happen. An agreed measure of success in the Stronger Councils 

Framework is community satisfaction with council’s overall performance.

The 2016 survey is intended to provide baseline information on community views towards, and 

satisfaction with, the services of council. The research will be an important tool for councils to better 

understand what matters to their communities and enable them to focus their implementation activities 

to improve services, focus communications, enhance community perceptions of council and build 

stronger relationships between councils and their communities. 

It is anticipated that the 2016 Local Government Community Satisfaction Survey will be the genesis of 

an ongoing sector-wide annual local government survey regime. 
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The 2016 survey is intended to provide baseline information on community views towards, and 

satisfaction with, the services of council, so as to inform priority areas for the newly formed 

councils to focus on.

The survey has been designed to be repeatable.  In this the first year, where only baseline data is 

available, councils can compare results to other newly formed councils, either State-wide, or within the 

metropolitan or regional/ rural group. For further comparison, should they wish, councils can refer to 

results in the Victorian State-wide report, which is available at: http://www.dtpli.vic.gov.au/local-

government/publications-and-research/council-community-satisfaction-survey.

It is intended that this baseline data will be replicated to provide trend data for measurement and 

review in future years.

It is important to note that most Councils participating in this research were formed on the 12th May, 

2016. Respondents were asked to reflect specifically on the performance of the newly formed council.  

Notwithstanding this, there is potential that the results could also reflect respondents’ perceptions of 

the former councils.
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This survey was conducted by Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) as a representative 

random probability survey of residents aged 18+ years in Mid-Coast Council.

Survey sample was purchased from an accredited supplier of publicly available phone records, 

including up to 30% mobile phone numbers to cater to the diversity of residents within Mid-Coast 

Council, particularly younger people. 

A total of n=500 completed interviews were achieved in Mid-Coast Council. Survey fieldwork was 

conducted in the period of 1st to 30th September, 2016.

Minimum quotas of gender within age groups were applied during the fieldwork phase. Post-survey 

weighting was then conducted to ensure accurate representation of the age and gender profile of the 

Mid-Coast Council area.

Any variation of +/-1% between individual results and net scores in this report or the detailed survey 

tabulations is due to rounding. In reporting, ‘—’ denotes not mentioned and ‘0%’ denotes mentioned 

by less than 1% of respondents. ‘Net’ scores refer to two or more response categories being 

combined into one category for simplicity of reporting.

This research was conducted in compliance with AS-ISO 20252.



6

J00529 Community Satisfaction Survey 2016 – Mid-Coast Council

Within tables and index score charts throughout this report, statistically significant differences at the 

95% confidence level are represented by upward directing blue and downward directing red arrows. 

Significance when noted indicates a significantly higher or lower result for the analysis group in 

comparison to the ‘total’ or overall result for the council for that survey question. Therefore in the 

example below:

Ø The State-wide result is significantly higher than the overall result for the council.

Ø The result among 40-64 year olds is significantly lower than the overall result for the council.

54ê

57

58

60

67é

66

40-64

65+

Regional/Rural

Mid-Coast Council

18-39

State-wide

Overall Performance – Index Scores
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Many questions ask respondents to rate council on a five-point scale, for example, performance from 

‘very good’ to ‘very poor’, with ‘can’t say’ also a possible response category. To facilitate ease of 

reporting and comparison of results over time (following this benchmark wave), and measured against 

the State-wide result and the council group, an ‘Index Score’ has been calculated for such measures.

The Index Score is calculated and represented as a score out of 100 (on a 0 to 100 scale), with ‘can’t 

say’ responses excluded from the analysis. The ‘% RESULT’ for each scale category is multiplied by 

the ‘INDEX FACTOR’. This produces an ‘INDEX VALUE’ for each category, which are then summed to 

produce the ‘INDEX SCORE’, equating to ‘60’ in the following example.

SCALE 

CATEGORIES
% RESULT INDEX FACTOR CALCULATION INDEX VALUE

Very good 9% 100 9% x 100 = 9

Good 40% 75 40% x 75 = 30

Average 37% 50 37% x 50 = 19

Poor 9% 25 9% x 25 = 2

Very poor 4% 0 4% x 0 = 0

Can’t say 1% -- -- INDEX SCORE 60
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Index scores are indicative of an overall rating on a particular service area. In this context, index 

scores indicate:

a) how well council is seen to be performing in a particular service area; or

b) the level of importance placed on a particular service area.

For ease of interpretation, index score ratings can be categorised as follows: 

INDEX SCORE Performance implication Importance implication

80 – 100
Council is performing very well 

in this service area

This service area is seen to be 

extremely important

60 – 80
Council is performing well in this service 

area, but there is room for improvement

This service area is seen to be 

very important

40 – 60
Council is performing satisfactorily in 

this service area but needs to improve

This service area is seen to be 

fairly important 

0 – 40
Council is performing poorly

in this service area

This service area is seen to be 

not that important



9

J00529 Community Satisfaction Survey 2016 – Mid-Coast Council

Further Information

Further information about the report and explanations about the Local Government Community 

Satisfaction Survey can be found in the Appendix A, including:

Ø Margins of error

Ø Analysis and reporting

Ø Glossary of terms

Contacts

For further queries about the conduct and reporting of the 2016 Local Government Community 

Satisfaction Survey, please contact JWS Research on 03 8685 8555 or email 

nswcss@jwsresearch.com
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Council Regional/Rural State-wide

62

57

50

50 56 58

Recreational facilities

Ease of access to services

Informing the community

81

36

88

46

84

42

-45 -42 -42
The condition of 

local streets and 

footpaths

PerformanceImportance

Being a well-run 

and manage 

council

Providing value 

for money for my 

rates

Net differential 

é é

State-wide result is inclusive of all newly formed councils.

Results shown are index scores out of 100.
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Mid-Coast Council residents rate the current overall performance of the newly formed council 

in a satisfactory way. However, the overall performance index score of 50 indicates there is a 

need for Council to improve perceptions of how it is performing.

Ø Mid-Coast Council’s overall performance is rated statistically significantly lower (at the 95% 

confidence interval) than the average rating for newly formed councils State-wide and in the 

regional/rural group (index scores of 58 and 56 respectively). 

Ø Residents of the pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA (index score of 57) are significantly

more favourable in their view of Council’s overall performance.

More residents rate Mid-Coast Council’s overall performance as ‘very poor’ (7%) than ‘very good’ 

(5%). More than 1 in 5 residents (22%) rate Council’s overall performance as ‘good’, while a further 

39% sit mid-scale providing an ‘average’ rating. 

Ø Notably, more one in ten (13%) residents have not yet formed an opinion on the overall 

performance of the newly formed council (providing a ‘can’t say’ response).  This rises to 21% 

among those aged 65+ years.
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Review of the core performance measures (as shown on page 21) shows that Mid-Coast Council is 

performing significantly lower than the State-wide and regional/rural council group averages on 

nine of these 10 measures, namely:

Ø Overall performance

Ø Being a well-run and managed council

Ø Decisions made in the interest of the community

Ø Community consultation and engagement

Ø Informing the community

Ø Ease of access to services

Ø The condition of local streets and footpaths in your area

Ø Recreational facilities

Ø Providing value for money for my rates.

There are some clear differences evident by area.  Residents in the pre-merger Great Lakes 

Council LGA tend to rate Council on the aforementioned service areas more favourably, with 

residents in the pre-merger Greater Taree LGA being less favourable in their evaluation.

In the area of customer service (index score of 65), Mid-Coast Council is similar to the State-wide 

council average (index score of 69), but significantly lower than the regional/rural council average (70). 

This is also Mid-Coast Council’s best performing area.
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With a performance index score of 65, Mid-Coast Council’s customer service is rated in the light 

green zone, indicating that although there remains room for improvement, Council is performing 

well in this service area. Indeed, customer service was one of the most frequently mentioned best 

things about Council (mentioned by 8% of residents).

Another area where Mid-Coast Council is well regarded is recreational facilities. With a 

performance index score of 62, this service area is rated second highest among residents. 

Ø Almost half of residents (49%) rate Council’s performance in the area of recreational facilities as 

‘very good’ or ‘good’. 

Ø Recreational and sporting facilities (8%), the beach, foreshore and waterfront (5%) and parks and 

gardens (5%) are among the frequently mentioned best things about living in the council area.

Ø It is however considered the least important service area (importance index score of 73).

Ease of access to services (performance index score of 57) is another area where Council is rated 

more highly compared to other service areas.  However, this service area has the second lowest 

importance score (importance index of 78).  

It is important to note that each of the most highly rated measures are viewed as being of lower 

importance comparative to other measures. Council should shore up and build on these positive 

areas while also focusing attention on other, more important service areas. 
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The area that stands out as being most in need of Council attention is the condition of local streets 

and footpaths in your area. With a performance index score of 36, Council is seen to be performing

poorly in this service area. This is significantly lower than the State-wide and regional/rural group 

averages (performance index scores of 53 and 52 respectively).

Ø Three in ten residents (29%) rate Council performance in this service area as ‘very poor’.

Ø The importance of this service area is evidenced by a high index score of 81.

Ø Feedback from residents on what they consider Council most needs to do to improve its 

performance in the next 12 months supports this finding, with sealed road maintenance mentioned 

by 42% of residents.

Ø Differences are evident by location, with those in the pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA rating 

the condition of local streets and footpaths significantly higher (performance index score of 52), and 

those in the pre-merger Greater Taree LGA rating this service area significantly lower (26).  

This is a very low performance index score.  These locational differences provide Council 

with guidance on where to target attention first.

Providing value for money for my rates and being a well-run and managed council are rated in a 

similar fashion, with low performance index scores (42 and 46 respectively), and high importance index 

scores (84 and 88 respectively).
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More than two in five (44%) Mid-Coast Council residents have had recent contact with 

Council. Those aged 65+ years are significantly less likely to have contacted Council (35%).

The main method of contacting Council is by telephone and in person (22% and 20% respectively).  

Ø Those aged under 50 years are significantly more likely to use the Council’s website and social 

media to contact Council than those aged over 50 years.  However, even among the younger 

age group, the traditional means of communication (telephone, in person, in writing) are used 

most frequently.

Newsletters, sent via mail or email, are the preferred way for Council to inform residents about news, 

information and upcoming events. However, there is a significantly higher incidence of residents 

nominating social media (e.g. Facebook or Twitter) as a preferred means of communication among 

those aged under 50 years compared to those aged over 50 years.

Mid-Coast Council’s customer service index of 65 is not significantly different to the State-

wide average of 69. This is Council’s strongest area of performance and a positive result for 

Council.

Nevertheless, there remains room for improvement. Perceptions of customer service are relatively 

consistent across all demographic groups, meaning there is no particular cohort that Council should 

focus its attention on. Rather, Council should aim to improve customer service across all groups.
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For the coming 12 months, Mid-Coast Council should pay particular attention to the service 

areas where stated importance exceeds rated performance by more than 10 points. Key 

priorities are those where the differential is more than 30 points, including:

Ø The condition of local streets and footpaths in the area (margin of 45 points)

Ø Being a well-run and managed council (margin of 42 points)

Ø Providing value for money for my rates (margin of 42 points)

Ø Decisions made in the interest of the community (margin of 37 points)

Ø Community consultation and engagement (margin of 32 points).

Consideration should also be given to residents from the pre-merger Greater Taree LGA, who appear 

to be most driving negative opinion.

On the positive side, Council should maintain its relatively strong performance in the area of 

customer service, and aim to shore up service areas that are currently rated higher than others, such 

as recreational facilities.

Ø It is also important not to ignore, and to learn from, what is working amongst other groups, 

especially residents from the pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA, and use these lessons to build 

performance experience and perceptions in other areas.
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An approach we recommend is to further mine the survey data to better understand the profile of 

these over and under-performing demographic groups. This can be achieved via additional 

consultation and data interrogation, or self-mining the SPSS data provided to the council.

Please note that the category descriptions for the coded open ended responses are generic 

summaries only. We recommend further analysis of the detailed cross tabulations and the actual 

verbatim responses, with a view to understanding the responses of key demographic and geographic 

groups, especially any target groups identified as requiring attention.

A personal briefing by senior JWS Research representatives is also available to assist in 

providing both explanation and interpretation of the results. 
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• Customer service
Highest performance 

result 

• The condition of local streets and footpaths in 
your area

Lowest performance 
result

• Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA 
residents

Most favourably disposed 
towards Council

• Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA residents

• Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA residents

Least favourably 
disposed towards 

Council
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Performance Measures 
Mid-Coast 

Council

Regional/ 

Rural

State-

wide

Highest

score

Lowest 

score

Overall performance 50 56 58
Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA

Being a well-run and 

managed council
46 53 55

Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA

Decisions made in the 

interest of the community
48 52 52

Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

65+ years

Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA

Community consultation and 

engagement
48 54 53

Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA

Pre-merger Greater 

Taree LGA

Informing the community 50 56 56
Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater 

Taree LGA

Ease of access to services 57 63 63
Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater 

Taree LGA

The condition of local streets 

and footpaths in your area
36 52 53

Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater 

Taree LGA

Recreational facilities 62 65 66
Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA
18-39 years

Providing value for money 

for my rates
42 48 51

Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger 

Gloucester Shire LGA

Customer service 65 70 69
Pre-merger Great 

Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater 

Taree LGA
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73

78

80

80

85

84

88

81

Recreational facilities

Ease of access to services

Informing the community

Community consultation

Decisions made community
interest

Value for money

Being a well-run council

Local streets and footpaths

Base: All respondents. 

-11

-20

-30

-32

-37

-42

-42

-45

62

57

50

48

48

42

46

36

Importance Performance Net Differential
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58

52

51

44

39

37

29

24

31

33

38

41

43

45

52

45

7

11

8

11

17

15

15

27

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

1

2

1

3

2

2

1

1

2

1

Being a well-run council

Value for money

Decisions made community interest

Local streets and footpaths

Informing the community

Community consultation

Ease of access to services

Recreational facilities

%

Extremely important Very important Fairly important Not that important Not at all important Can't say

Q2. Firstly, how important should [RESPONSIBILITY AREA] be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. 

Individual Service Areas Importance
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Q3. Firstly, how has Council performed recently on [FIRST RESPONSIBILITY AREA]?

Base: All respondents. 

Individual Service Areas Performance

13

9

8

6

6

5

5

4

36

30

20

19

14

21

16

16

32

37

39

38

26

38

36

34

8

12

18

19

21

21

14

20

5

5

10

9

29

9

13

16

6

7

5

9

4

6

15

10

Recreational facilities

Ease of access to services

Informing the community

Decisions made community interest

Local streets and footpaths

Community consultation

Being a well-run council

Value for money

%
Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Can't say
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Importance and Performance

Index Scores Grid

Note: The larger the circle, the larger the gap between importance and performance.
Base: All respondents
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POOR PERFORMANCE GOOD

Service Importance Performance

Being a well-run and 

managed council
88 46

Decisions made in the 

interest of the community
85 48

Community consultation & 

engagement 
80 48

Informing the community 80 50

Ease of access to services 78 57

Condition of local streets and 

footpaths
81 36

Recreational facilities 73 62

Providing value for money 

for my rates
84 42

40

90

40 90
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- Recreational/sporting 

facilities

- Customer service -

positive

- Road/street 

maintenance

- Beach/ foreshore/ 

waterfront/ lake/ river/ 

creek

- Parks and gardens

- Sealed road 

maintenance

- Communication

- Community 

consultation

- Footpaths/walking 

tracks

- Financial management

Q9. What does Council MOST need to do to improve its performance in the next 12 months? Once again, 

it could be about any of the issues or services we have covered in this survey or it could be about 

something else altogether?

Q10. Please tell me what is the ONE BEST thing about Council? It could be about any of the issues or 

services we have covered in this survey or it could be about something else altogether? 

Base: All respondents. 
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Q1. How do you feel about the current performance of Council, not just on one or two issues, 

BUT OVERALL across all responsibility areas?  Would you say it is…?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

58é

57é

56é

53

52

50

50

49

49

48

39ê

State-wide

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

Regional/Rural

65+

Women

Mid-Coast Council

18-39

Men

40-64

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

Overall Performance
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Overall Performance

Q1. How do you feel about the current performance of Council, not just on one or two issues, 

BUT OVERALL across all responsibility areas?  Would you say it is…?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

5

8

8

7

3

4

5

2

3

8

22

31

28

26

18

21

23

20

25

20

21

39

32

32

37

41

34

37

41

49

42

29

14

9

11

10

17

12

15

14

16

15

13

7

6

7

3

8

24

9

6

6

8

8

13

14

14

16

12

9

11

15

3

11

21

Mid-Coast Council

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council
LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire
LGA*

Men

Women

18-39

40-64

65+

% Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Can't say
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• 44%
Overall contact with Mid-

Coast Council

Most contact with Mid-
Coast Council 

Least contact with Mid-
Coast Council

• Index score of 65Customer Service rating 

Most satisfied with 
Customer Service 

Least satisfied with 
Customer Service 

• Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

• Aged 18-39 years

• Women

• Aged 65+ years

• Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA

• Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

• Aged 40-64 years

• Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

• Men

merger Greater Taree LGA

• Aged 18-39 years
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Q5a. Have you or any member of your household had any recent contact with Council in any of the 

following ways?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

44

46

47

50

40

47

50

38

55

45

35ê

Total have had contact

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

Men

Women

18-39

40-64

65+

%

Contact with Council
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22

20

10

9

7

4

2

56

By telephone

In person

By email

In writing

Via website

By social media

By text message

TOTAL HAVE HAD NO CONTACT

Method of Contact

%

Q5a. Have you or any member of your household had any recent contact with Council in any of the 

following ways?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

Note: Respondents could name multiple contacts methods so responses may add to more than 100%

Under 50s Over 50s

28 é 18

20 19

14 8

15 é 6

11 é 5

8 é 2

3 1

46 61 é
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Q5b. What was the method of contact for the most recent contact you had with Council? 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

Under 50s Over 50sMost Recent Contact

15

15

5

4

2

2

0

56

By telephone

In person

By email

In writing

Via website

By social media

By text message

TOTAL HAVE HAD NO CONTACT

20 13

13 15

6 4

9 é 2

2 2

3 1

- 0

46 61 é

%
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Q5c. Thinking of the most recent contact, how would you rate Council for customer service? Please keep in 

mind we do not mean the actual outcome but rather the actual service that was received. 

Base: All respondents who have had contact with Council (n=204). Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

Customer Service Rating

71

70é

69

69

68

66

65

65

64

64

61

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

State-wide

65+

Women

Mid-Coast Council

Men

18-39*

40-64

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA
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Customer Service Rating

Q5c. Thinking of the most recent contact, how would you rate Council for customer service? Please keep in 

mind we do not mean the actual outcome but rather the actual service that was received. 

Base: All respondents who have had contact with Council (n=204). Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30
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7
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7

7

7
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7

7

8

5

1

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

Mid-Coast Council

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council
LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire
LGA*

Men

Women

18-39*

40-64

65+

Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Can't say
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33
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31

26

21

79

29
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31

32

7

29

11

9

5

22
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14

13

7

11

3

3

12

100

1

2

1

Mid-Coast Council

By telephone

In person

By email*

In writing*

Via website*

By social media*

By text message*

% Very good Good Average Poor Very poor Can't say

Q5c. Thinking of the most recent contact, how would you rate Council for customer service? Please keep 

in mind we do not mean the actual outcome but rather the actual service that was received. 

Base: All respondents who have had contact with Council (n=204). Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

Customer Service Rating
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42

11

7

6

5

4

4

3

3

3

3

4

Sealed Road Maintenance

Communication

Community Consultation

Footpaths/Walking Tracks

Financial Management

Rural/Regional
Communities

Treat all the same

Beach/Foreshore/Creeks/
Rivers/Lakes

Rates - too expensive

Roads/bypasses/tunnels/
bridges - better

Local/Community Support

Nothing

8

8

6

5

5

4

4

4

4

12

Recreational/Sporting Facilities

Customer Service - Positive

Road/Street Maintenance

Beach/ foreshore/ waterfront/ lake/
river/ creek

Parks and Gardens

Community Facilities

Waste Management

Positive re Council Officers
(integrity/actions)

The merger/ amalgamation/ (makes
council bigger/stronger)

Nothing

Q9. What does Council MOST need to do to improve its performance in the next 12 months? Once again, 

it could be about any of the issues or services we have covered in this survey or it could be about 

something else altogether?

Q10. Please tell me what is the ONE BEST thing about Council? It could be about any of the issues or 

services we have covered in this survey or it could be about something else altogether? 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

Best Aspects (Top responses) Areas for Improvement (Top responses) 

%%
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36

25

11
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9

3

2

4

0

A council newsletter sent via mail

A council newsletter sent via
email

Advertising in local newspapers

A council newsletter as an insert
in a local newspaper

Social media such as Facebook or
Twitter

A text message

The council website

Other

Can't say

30 40

22 26

14 9

7 12

19 é 4

6 é 2

0 2

3 4

- 1

Q6. If Council was going to get in touch with you to inform you about Council news and information and 

upcoming events, which ONE of the following is the BEST way to communicate to you? 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

Best Form of Communication

%

Under 50s Over 50s
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Q7. Would you consider yourself to be a high or low user of your council services?  Is that… 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

User of Council Services
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4
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4

2

1

1

3

1

1

3

1

4

Mid-Coast Council

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council
LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire
LGA*

Men

Women

18-39

40-64

65+

% Very high High Average Low Very low Can't say
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Q7. Would you consider yourself to be a high or low user of your council services?  Is that… 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

Note:  ‘High user’ is defined as ‘very high’, ‘high’ or ‘average’ user of council services.  ‘Low user’ is defined as 

‘low’ or ‘very low’ user of council services.

Importance

52

47

48

48

50

58

36

60

43

68

49

45

47

47

50

57

37

63

42

60

High user

Low user

Performance

89

86

80

82

78

82

74

86

87

84

79

77

76

80

71

82

High user

Low user

89

Overall Performance

Being a well-run and 

managed council  

Decisions made in the 

interest of the community

Community engagement and 

consultation

Informing the community 

Ease of access to services

The condition of local streets 

and footpaths in your area

Recreational facilities

Providing value for money 

for my rates

Customer service
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Q8. There have recently been some changes to local government. To your knowledge, has 

your council been involved in a merger with another council? 

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30

Knowledge of Mergers
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94

100

95
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94
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5

4

4

3

4

4

3

4

3

5

4

5

2

1

5

5

3

1

Mid-Coast Council

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council
LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire
LGA*

Men

Women

18-39

40-64

65+

% Yes No Don't know
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘being a well-run and managed council’ be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Being a Well-run and Managed Council Importance

92

89

89

88

88

87

87

87

87

86

86

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

Women

40-64

Mid-Coast Council

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

State-wide

Regional/Rural

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

65+

Men

18-39
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘being a well-run and managed council’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Being a Well-run and Managed Council Performance

55é

55é

54é

53é

47

46

45

43

42ê

42

38

State-wide

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

65+

Regional/Rural

Women

Mid-Coast Council

Men

18-39

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

40-64

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘decisions made in the interest of the community’ be as a responsibility for 

Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Decisions Made in the Interest of the Community Importance

87

87
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85

85

85

84

83

83

82ê

18-39

40-64

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

Women

Mid-Coast Council

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Men

State-wide

Regional/Rural

65+
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘decisions made in the interest of the community’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Decisions Made in the Interest of the Community Performance
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State-wide
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40-64

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘community consultation and engagement’ be as a responsibility for 

Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Community Consultation and Engagement Importance
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘community consultation and engagement’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Community Consultation and Engagement Performance
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Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘informing the community’ be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Informing the Community Importance
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘informing the community’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Informing the Community Performance
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘ease of access to services’ be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Ease of Access to Services Importance
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘ease of access to services’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Ease of Access to Services Performance
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65+
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘the condition of local streets and footpaths in your area’ be as a 

responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

The Condition of Local Streets and Footpaths in Your Area Importance
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Men

65+
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘the condition of local streets and footpaths in your area’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

The Condition of Local Streets and Footpaths in Your Area Performance
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘recreational facilities’ be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Recreational Facilities Importance
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68

Women
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40-64

Mid-Coast Council
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Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

Men

65+

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*
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Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘recreational facilities’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Recreational Facilities Performance
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65+
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Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA
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Men
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18-39
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Q2. Firstly, how important should ‘providing value for money for my rates’ be as a responsibility for Council?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20 

*Caution: small sample size < n=30   

Providing Value for Money for My Rates Importance

91é

87

86

85

85

84

84

84

84

82

80

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA*

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA

40-64

Regional/Rural

Women

Mid-Coast Council

State-wide

Men

65+

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA

18-39



66

J00529 Community Satisfaction Survey 2016 – Mid-Coast Council

Q3. How has Council performed recently on ‘providing value for money for my rates’?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20

*Caution: small sample size < n=30    

Providing Value for Money for My Rates Performance
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68

J00529 Community Satisfaction Survey 2016 – Midd-CoCoast Counununcicicicill

49%51%

Men

Women

22%

42%

35%

18-39

40-64

65+

Percentages are weighted to latest available ABS census data.

S3. [Record gender] / S4. To which of the following age groups do you belong?

Base: All respondents. Councils asked State-wide: 20   

Gender Age
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Demographic 
Actual survey 

sample size
Weighted base

Maximum margin of error at 

95% confidence interval

Mid-Coast Council 500 400 +/-4.4

Men 211 195 +/-6.8

Women 289 205 +/-5.8

Pre-merger Great Lakes Council LGA 189 143 +/-7.1

Pre-merger Greater Taree LGA 282 230 +/-5.8

Pre-merger Gloucester Shire LGA 29 27 +/-18.5

18-39 years 53 90 +/-13.6

40-64 years 227 170 +/-6.5

65+ years 220 140 +/-6.6

The sample size for the 2016 State-wide Local Government Community Satisfaction Survey for Mid-

Coast Council was n=500. Unless otherwise noted, this is the total sample base for all reported charts 

and tables.

The maximum margin of error on a sample of approximately n=500 interviews is +/-4.4% at the 95% 

confidence level for results around 50%. Margins of error will be larger for any sub-samples. As an 

example, a result of 50% can be read confidently as falling midway in the range 45.6% - 54.4%.

Maximum margins of error are listed in the table below, based on a population of 72,363 people aged 

18 years or over for Mid-Coast Council, according to ABS estimates.
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In 2016, 20 newly established Councils throughout NSW participated in this survey. Mid-Coast Council 

is classified as a Regional/Rural council.  The group of Regional/Rural councils is detailed below:

Ø Armidale Regional Council

Ø Cootamundra-Gundagai Regional Council

Ø Dubbo Regional Council

Ø Edward River Council

Ø Federation Council

Ø Hilltops Council

Ø Mid-Coast Council

Ø Murray River Council

Ø Murrumbidgee Council

Ø Queanbeyan-Palerang Regional Council

Ø Snowy Monaro Regional Council

Ø Snowy Valleys Council

Wherever appropriate, results for Mid-Coast Council for this 2016 State-wide Local Government 

Community Satisfaction Survey have been compared against other councils in the Regional/Rural 

group of councils and on a State-wide basis. 
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Core, Optional and Tailored Questions

Over and above necessary geographic and demographic questions required to ensure sample 

representativeness, a base set of questions for the 2016 State-wide Local Government Community 

Satisfaction Survey was designated as ‘Core’ and therefore compulsory inclusions for all participating 

Councils. These core questions comprised metrics such as:

Ø Overall performance across all responsibility areas (Overall performance)

Ø Importance and performance of individual service areas

Ø Contact in last 12 months (Contact)

Ø Rating of contact with Council (Customer service)

Ø Best things about council and areas to improve

Ø Best ways to communicate

Ø Use of council services

Ø Knowledge of mergers

Alternatively, some questions in the 2016 State-wide Local Government Community Satisfaction 

Survey were optional. Councils also had the ability to ask tailored questions specific only to their 

council. 
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Reporting

Every council that participated in the 2016 State-wide Local Government Community Satisfaction 

Survey receives a customised report. In addition, the NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet is 

supplied with a State-wide summary report of the aggregate results of ‘Core’ and ‘Optional’ questions 

asked across all council areas surveyed.

Tailored questions commissioned by individual councils are reported only to the commissioning council 

and not otherwise shared unless by express written approval of the commissioning council.
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Core questions: Compulsory inclusion questions for all councils participating in the CSS.

CSS: 2016 NSW Local Government Community Satisfaction Survey.

Council group: One of two classified groups, either metropolitan or regional/ rural.

Council group average: The average result for all participating councils in the council group.

Highest / lowest: The result described is the highest or lowest result across a particular demographic sub-group e.g. 

men, for the specific question being reported. Reference to the result for a demographic sub-group being the highest or 

lowest does not imply that it is significantly higher or lower, unless this is specifically mentioned.

Index score: A score calculated and represented as a score out of 100 (on a 0 to 100 scale). This score is sometimes 

reported as a figure in brackets next to the category being described, e.g. men (60).

Optional questions: Questions which councils had an option to include or not.

Percentages: Also referred to as ‘detailed results’, meaning the proportion of responses, expressed as a percentage.

Sample: The number of completed interviews, e.g. for a council or within a demographic sub-group.

Significantly higher / lower: The result described is significantly higher or lower than the comparison result based on 

a statistical significance test at the 95% confidence limit. If the result referenced is statistically higher or lower then this

will be specifically mentioned, however not all significantly higher or lower results are referenced in summary reporting.

State-wide average: The average result for all participating councils in the State.

Tailored questions: Individual questions tailored by and only reported to the commissioning council.

Used/ experienced:  The result among people who have used or experiences that service (if question was selected by 

council).

Weighting: Weighting factors are applied to the sample for each council based on available age and gender 

proportions from ABS census information to ensure reported results are proportionate to the actual population of the 

council, rather than the achieved survey sample.
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Community survey information 

www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au

MidCoast Council 
was formed in 
May 2016 through the 
merger of the former 
Great Lakes, 
Greater Taree City and 
Gloucester Shire 
Councils.  

Our new region has 
a population of over 
90,000, covers more than 
10,000 km2, and includes 
190 kms of coastline, 
3,574 kms of roads and 
542 bridges, 195 of 
which are timber.

 

Learn about the new MidCoast region, the condition of the sealed road network, gaps in funding for sealed 
roads and bridges, and our environmental program.

Help us understand your current levels of satisfaction with sealed roads and bridges, your views about 
funding maintenance and renewal of sealed roads and bridges, and your awareness of the Great Lakes 
and Manning regions' environmental levies and their purpose.

Have your say on a proposed special rate variation (SRV) to fund improvements to roads and bridges, 
whether you support the environmental levy, and your willingness and capacity to pay for a proposed SRV.

Thank you for agreeing to participate in our survey on assets 
and a proposed special rate variation.  

Jetty Research will contact you in the next week or so to undertake the survey, and 
their questions will be based on the information in this brochure.  We anticipate the 
phone survey will take around 15 minutes to complete.

Please review the enclosed information carefully, discuss your views with others, and 
consider the questions highlighted in the red panels under each section.

Since the merger we have integrated and reviewed asset data for sealed roads and 
bridges from the 3 former councils, with assistance of asset experts Morrison Low. 
This has helped us develop a proposed way forward which will be the focus of our 
survey. 

With roads and bridges representing 76% of the total value of our $3.3 billion asset 
base, they are our greatest challenge.  As a road user we want your perspective on 
how the MidCoast roads and bridges are being maintained, renewed and funded.  

Our communities have also highlighted the environment as another key priority 
for the MidCoast region. Through the survey we'll also ask for your perspective on 
continued support for an environmental levy to fund programs that are currently 
in place in both Great Lakes and Manning regions.  We'll also explore your views on 
including the Gloucester region in this environmental work,  to support a healthy 
catchment across the entire region.

The information in this brochure provides a snapshot of our current position and a 
proposed way forward.  Your views will be sought in the survey, which will help guide 
our future planning for the MidCoast area.  

Before you get started...
Become familiar with the following terms that will be used throughout the brochure and in the survey

Assets: Things like public buildings, roads, footpaths and bridges that are managed and 
maintained by Council on behalf of the community.

Renewals: Replacing a failed structure with a new structure that serves the same 
purpose - but not upgrading it.  For example, taking a poor road back to a new condition, 
or placing a new surface over a worn surface to preserve the underlying pavement.

Maintenance: A temporary measure to prolong use.  For example, 2lling potholes, or 
light patching of a road.

Enhancements: Replacing a structure with a new upgraded one. For example, replacing 
a single lane bridge with dual lanes. Enhancements are not backlog.

Backlog: The total amount of renewal works to bring a group of assets (eg. sealed roads) 
to an acceptable standard.

November 2016



Road conditions

MidCoast assesses sealed roads on a 
scale of 1 (very good) to 5 (very poor).  

The condition ratings of the MidCoast 
sealed road network are shown in the 
graph (see right), which indicates almost 
50% are currently categorised as 
condition 3 (fair) to condition 5 (very poor).  

Once roads slip into condition 4 and 5, the 
cost to bring them back to standard 
increases signi2cantly. They become a 
renewal issue, as regular maintenance 
such as 2lling potholes becomes 
inadequate.  If funding is not available for 
these renewal works, the backlog of works 
and community dissatisfaction with the 
road network increases. 

Previous community research undertaken 
by the former councils indicates general 
satisfaction with condition 3 roads, and 
condition 4 for lesser used roads.  
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Around half of our 3,500km of roads are sealed.  The graph 
above shows the proportion of  our sealed road network by 
condition, indicating the length (km), percentage of total 
network, and value of roads in the current condition ($M).

Our strategy to address renewals and backlog

Our immediate goal is to increase funding to:
 
• Maximise the asset life of our roads, through an increase in our renewal  
   program of $5 million per year

• Prevent condition 3 roads slipping into condition 4, and condition 4 to 5,  
   which is unacceptable from an asset management perspective

• Start to reduce the backlog

Without an increase in funding the condition of sealed roads will continue to 
deteriorate and our backlog of works will continue to increase.

Renewal and backlog

Our roads:  
Recent assessment by asset experts Morrison Low found we currently have an annual 
shortfall in renewal funding for roads of $5 million.  We need an additional $5 million 
per year to allow us to stop the decline of our road network by preventing roads falling 
from condition 3 to 4, and condition 4 to 5. 

Our bridges:  
At the time of the merger, the combined bridge backlog was estimated to be about 
$4 million, however further assessment now indicates this will be signi2cantly higher.  
Investigations continue and are expected to impact the total asset backlog 2gure.  

Our total backlog:
The current asset backlog for roads and bridges is expected to be between $150 
million and $180 million. We recognise that addressing the backlog is a generational 
issue, and funding this fully in the short term is not possible. However, if we can fund 
our required renewal works the backlog will not increase, and with e=ciencies and 
savings, over time we will start to address the backlog.

Q:  Do you support the above strategy?

Q:  Do you agree with our aim to maintain the majority of roads at condition 3?

MidCoast road condition

www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au
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A critical component of the community strategic plans of each former Council region is the protection 
of our natural environment.  This was reinforced recently when we engaged the community in 
de2ning our new region's identity.  The unique natural assets that make up our area - the natural 
landscapes, bushland, rivers, lakes and coastline - were highlighted as key to setting MidCoast apart.

A signi2cant environmental program aimed at protecting and improving our natural assets has been 
well-supported in both the Great Lakes and Manning regions. The program is funded through a long-
standing Environmental Levy of 6% in Great Lakes, and more recently a 5% levy in the Manning region.  

MidCoast is now seeking to continue the levy in the Great Lakes and Manning regions, and extend it to 
the Gloucester region at a consistent level of 6% across the entire local government area.
 
The levy funds a program of initiatives that bene2ts us all, as residents and business-owners, and to 
visitors to the area.  The viability of many of our industries and the lifestyle we enjoy is impacted 
directly by the health of our natural environment.  Our oysters need clean water, our farmlands bene2t 
from a healthy catchment and sustainable farming practices, and our tourism industry thrives on our 
pristine water, coastline and valleys.

Protecting our environment

Case Study:  Riverbank Restoration

A severely eroded secton of riverbank along the 
foreshore at Harrington was targeted for restoration 
in February this year.  

Through a NSW Department of Primary Industries 
Recreational Fishing Trust Habitat Action Grant, 
combined with the Manning region's Environmental 
Levy, rock 2llets were installed, along with 1.2km of 
cattle exclusion fencing and planting of 1,000 trees.

The recolonisation of mangroves in spring is an early 
indication of success, and will assist in protecting the 
riverbank from further erosion.

Over time the rock 2llets will also contribute to 
improved water quality and a healthier habitat for local 
2sh and marine life.

Funding success

One of the bene2ts of the environmental levy is that it 
enables us to attract additional funding from the State 
and Federal Governments, as most grant programs 
require matching funding.

Before

Fencing and planting Mangrove success

Aligning the environmental levy across the 
MidCoast region will:

• Deliver on community priorities of a healthy    
   environment

• Allow for integration of strategic environmental  
   protection across the region

• Attract additional environmental grant funding  
   to deliver community outcomes 

Examples of the types of projects that might be funded 
through the environmental levy include:

• Wallis Lake, Karuah and Manning catchment water  
   quality improvement works
• Wallis Lake, Karuah and Manning estuary health  
   assessment and reporting
• Biodiversity corridors, from tops to lakes
• Erosion management such as sealing creek crossings  
   on gravel roads
• River management including weed control and bank  
   stabilisation
• Fish passage (barrier removal)
• Urban stormwater improvement

If the existing environmental levies are allowed to 
expire and a new levy is not introduced in their place, 
the programs and services they provide may no longer 
be delivered.  The alternative is that the funding for 
these programs would have to be taken from the 
general revenue of Council and away from other key 
priority areas like roads and bridges.

Without an environmental levy our proposal for extra 
renewal works on our roads would be impacted.

Q:  Do you think maintaining our natural 
environment should remain a priority for 
the MidCoast region?
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We believe that by working in partnership we can #nd a constructive and fair way to deliver 
community priorities and a strong regional Council.  Since May we've been working at achieving 
savings and e=ciences, and have already identi2ed $18 million in savings over 4 years, a great result 
that can be put towards community priorities like roads. Our proposal includes investment from Council 
through these savings, from the State Government, and from our community through a proposed 
special rate variation.

All three former Councils highlighted the need for a SRV to address asset renewal and backlog issues. 
As MidCoast, the need remains and we are proposing a modest SRV which encompasses:

 • 5% each year for roads and bridges (including the 2.5% rate peg) for four years; and 
 • a 6% environmental levy across all three regions

This equates to a total SRV of 11% in year 1, then 5% (inclusive of the rate peg) for the following three 
years. The 11% includes the 2.5% rate peg, 2.5% for roads and bridges and a 6% environmental levy for 
the region.  The 6% environmental levy would impact rates as follows:

 • Great Lakes - replace the existing levy (no net increase in rates from environmental levy) 
 • Manning - replace the existing levy (1% net increase in rates from environmental levy)
 • Gloucester - introduce the levy at 6%

What the SRV will fund

The income available from a successful SRV 
application would be used to address the 
condition of our roads and bridges.  Speci2cally it 
will:

• Fund the $5 million annual renewal gap

• Prevent the backlog of works on the sealed  
   road and bridge network from increasing

• Assist in beginning to reduce our backlog

• Improve community satisfaction with the road 
   network

In addition to SRV funding, savings made through 
e=ciencies we're already seeing will be captured 
and applied to areas of high community priority, 
the immediate need being for roads and bridges.  

Q:  Do you support the special rate variation proposal?

A"ordability and impact on our 
ratepayers is key to our proposal

We've worked hard to balance the impact on our  
ratepayers while also responsibly addressing our 
key challenges.  

To assist with this, we are proposing to freeze the 
waste charge for 3 years, providing rate-payers 
with a cumulative savings of $120 over 3 years. 

Thanks again for agreeing to take part in our survey.
  
A representative from Jetty Research will call you approximately one week from the day you received this 
brochure. If you're not home or the time they call doesn't suit you, they will be happy to phone back later.

If you have any questions about this information or the proposed SRV in the meantime, please contact us 
by emailing council@midcoast.nsw.gov.au or calling 6591 7222. 

How your rates will be impacted

The rating structure in the 3 former Council 
areas varies.  This means average rates for 
various categories (eg. residential, business, and 
farmland) are diXerent depending on where your 
property is located.  

Once a new Council is elected, they will review 
the rating structure for the MidCoast area and 
adopt a new harmonised model. Until that 
occurs, the rates between the 3 former areas will 
reZect the pre-merger structure.

The current variance between areas means the 
impact of a SRV on rates will also vary by area. 

Refer to the attachment to see how the 
average residential rate will be impacted in your 
region.  

We have also worked hard to ensure the cumulative aXect of the proposed SRV is similar to, or in some 
cases, signi2cantly less than what was planned by each of the three former councils.

www.midcoast.nsw.gov.au council@midcoast.nsw.gov.auMidCoastCouncil @MidCoastCouncil MidCoast Council
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Below you will "nd the impact on residential rates of a 508(A) special variation and an expiring special variation.   

Manning Region based on average residential rate of $1,068 pa 

Option 1: Current rate path
Rate peg only, expiring Environmental Levy 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17 Cumulative increase

Average residential rate with assumed 
rate peg of 2.5%

$1,094* $1,065
(environmental  
levy removed)

$1,092 $1,120$1,068*

Annual Increase 2.5%* -2.65% 2.5% 2.5%

Note:  * These "gures include an existing 5% Environmental Levy which expires in 2018-19.  Option 2 below proposes that this is harmonised at 6% across the MCC region.

Option 2: Special Rate Variation proposal
1 x 11% plus 3 x 5%
(inclusive of rate peg and Environmental Levy)

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17 Cumulative increase

Average residential rate with:
• 5% environmental levy dropping out

• 6% environmental levy coming in

• 2.5% special rate variation coming in

• 2.5% rate peg coming in

Commencing in 2017-18

$1,132 $1,188 $1,247 $1,309$1,068 28.5%

Annual Increase 6% 5% 5% 5%-

Note:  In 2017-18 the increase includes the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.  It includes replacing the existing 5% Environmental Levy with a 6% Environmental Levy. The 5% drops out and then 
comes back in at 6%. From 2018-19 the 5% represents the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.

Impact on residential rates
November 2016 

4.85%

November 2016

(22.5% + environmental 
levy of 6%)
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The information overleaf has been prepared in accordance with IPART requirements.  To help you interpret this information, we 
have summarised the impact of a SRV on residential rates into simpler language and included a graph that may help in explaining 
the two options - the current rate path, and the special variation proposal.

When applying for a SRV, IPART requires us to express the proposed variation as a total "gure, inclusive of the rate peg and any 
other special variations and levies, for example, the environmental levy.

Impact of a special rate variation 
on residential rates:  Manning Region

Notes
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Option 1 - current rate path

Option 2 - special rate variation

Under the current rate path your rates:

• Will increase by 2.5% per year (the assumed rate peg set by IPART)
• Include an existing 5% environmental levy which expires 30 June 2019

If this levy expires, the environmental program will no longer be funded. Under 
this option, MidCoast's plan would be to apply to renew the levy at a consistent 
level of 6% across the MidCoast region.

The graph shows the impact of this - with the environmental levy dropping out 
and then coming back in at 6% in 2019-20.

Other than that, the only increase would be the 2.5% rate peg, with no additional 
funds for roads and bridges.
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Under the special variation proposal your rates will increase a total of 11% in 
year 1 followed by 5% for 3 years.

• Year 1 - the 11% includes 2.5% rate peg, 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges and  
   6% environmental levy.

• Year 1 - the actual increase is 6% as you already have a 5% environmental levy 
   in your rates. This drops out and is replaced by a 6% levy.

• Years 2, 3 & 4 - rates will increase 5% per year.  This includes  the 2.5% rate  
   peg plus 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges.

We have provided information on the average residential rate as this impacts 
the broadest number of ratepayers.  The percentage will be the same across the 
rating categories, however the average rate as shown overleaf will be di'erent.

To calculate the impact on your rates, apply the percentages above to the total 
shown on your annual rates notice (not including the waste charges as the SRV 
does not impact that component of your rates).

Rate Peg

Environmental Levy

Environmental Levy increased by 1% 

Rate Peg Environmental Levy

Environmental Levy increased by 1% SRV
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Below you will "nd the impact on residential rates of a 508(A) special variation and an expiring special variation.   

Great Lakes Region based on average residential rate of $1,235 pa 

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17 Cumulative increase

Average residential rate with assumed 
rate peg of 2.5%

$1,266* $1,297 $1,250
(environmental  
levy removed)

$1,281$1,235*

Annual Increase 2.5%* 2.5%* -3.62% 2.5%

Note:  * These "gures include an existing 6% Environmental Levy which expires in 2019-20.  Option 2 below proposes that this is continued across the MCC region.

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17 Cumulative increase

Average residential rate with:
• 6% environmental levy dropping out

• 6% environmental levy coming in

• 2.5% special rate variation coming in

• 2.5% rate peg coming in

Commencing in 2017-18

$1,296 $1,360 $1,428 $1,499$1,235 27.5%

Annual Increase 5% 5% 5% 5%-

Note:  In 2017-18 the increase includes the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.  It includes replacing the existing 6% Environmental Levy with a new 6% Environmental Levy. The 6% drops out and  
then comes back in at the same level. From 2018-19 the 5% represents the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.

Impact on residential rates
November 2016 

3.88%

November 2016

Option 1: Current rate path
Rate peg only, expiring Environmental Levy

Option 2: Special Rate Variation proposal
1 x 11% plus 3 x 5%
(inclusive of rate peg and Environmental Levy)

(21.5% + environmental 
levy of 6%)
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Impact of a special rate variation 
on residential rates:  Great Lakes Region
The information overleaf has been prepared in accordance with IPART requirements.  To help you interpret this information, we 
have summarised the impact of a SRV on residential rates into simpler language and included a graph that may help in explaining 
the two options - the current rate path, and the special variation proposal.

When applying for a SRV, IPART requires us to express the proposed variation as a total "gure, inclusive of the rate peg and any 
other special variations and levies, for example, the environmental levy.

Notes
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Option 1 - current rate path

Option 2 - special rate variation

Under the current rate path your rates:

• Will increase by 2.5% per year (the assumed rate peg set by IPART)
• Include an existing 6% environmental levy which expires 30 June 2020

If this levy expires, the environmental program will no longer be funded. Under 
this option, MidCoast’s plan would be to apply to renew the levy at a consistent 
level of 6% across the MidCoast region.

The graph shows the impact of this - with the environmental levy dropping out 
and then coming back in at 6% in 2020-21.

Other than that, the only increase would be the 2.5% rate peg, with no additional 
funds for roads and bridges.
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Under the special variation proposal your rates:

• Will increase a total of 11% in year 1 followed by 5% for 3 years.

• Year 1 - the 11% includes 2.5% rate peg, 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges and  
   6% environmental levy.

• Year 1 - the actual increase is 5% as you already have a 6% environmental levy  
   in your rates. This drops out and is replaced by a 6% levy.

• Years 2, 3 & 4 - rates will increase 5% per year.  This includes  the 2.5% rate  
   peg plus 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges.

We have provided information on the average residential rate as this impacts 
the broadest number of ratepayers.  The percentage will be the same across the 
rating categories, however the average rate as shown overleaf will be di/erent.

To calculate the impact on your rates, apply the percentages above to the total 
shown on your annual rates notice (not including the waste charges as the SRV 
does not impact that component of your rates).

Rate Peg

Environmental Levy

Rate Peg

Environmental Levy (renewed)

SRV
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Below you will "nd the impact on residential rates of a 508(A) special variation and an expiring special variation.   

Gloucester Region based on average residential rate of $1,081 pa 

Option 1:  Current rate path
Existing approved rate increase and rate peg 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17

Cumulative 
increase

Average residential rate with assumed 
rate peg of 2.5%

$1,222* $1,252 $1,284 $1,316$1,081

Annual Increase 13%* 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

Note:  * These "gures include an existing overall approved rate increase of 13%, approved by IPART before the merger

Option 2: Special Rate Variation proposal 
1 x 11% plus 3 x 5%
(inclusive of rate peg and Environmental Levy)

2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-212016-17 Cumulative 
increase

Average residential rate with:
• 13% special rate variation dropping out

• 6% environmental levy coming in

• 2.5% SRV and 2.5% rate peg coming in

Commencing in 2017-18

$1,200 $1,260 $1,323 $1,389$1,081 28.5%

Annual Increase 11% 5% 5% 5%-

Note:  In 2017-18 the increase includes the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.  It takes into account the existing 13% special rate variation approval dropping out, and includes the  
introduction a 6% Environmental Levy.  From 2018-19 the 5% represents the 2.5% rate peg and 2.5% for roads and bridges.

Impact on residential rates
November 2016 

21.7%

November 2016
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Impact of a special rate variation 
on residential rates:  Gloucester Region
The information overleaf has been prepared in accordance with IPART requirements.  To help you interpret this information, we 
have summarised the impact of a SRV on residential rates into simpler language and included a graph that may help in explaining 
the two options - the current rate path, and the special variation proposal.

When applying for a SRV, IPART requires us to express the proposed variation as a total "gure, inclusive of the rate peg and any 
other special variations and levies, for example, the environmental levy.

Notes

Under the current rate path your rates:

• Year 1 - will increase by 13% in year 1. 
   (the assumed rate peg set by IPART plus an existing special rate variation)

• Year 2, 3, 4 - will increase by 2.5% per year.  
   (the assumed rate peg set by IPART)

• Year 3 - may include a 6% environmental levy.  
   Under this option, MidCoast’s plan would be to apply for an environmental  
   levy at a consistent level of 6% across the MidCoast region (the Great Lakes 
   and Manning regions have existing environmental levies).

Under the special variation proposal your rates:

• Will increase a total of 11% in year 1 followed by 5% for 3 years.

• Year 1 - this is 2% less than the already approved 13% SRV increase. The 13%     
   drops out and is replaced by the 11%.

• Year 1 - the 11% includes 2.5% rate peg, 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges and  
   6% environmental levy.

• Years 2, 3 & 4 - rates will increase 5% per year.  This includes  the 2.5% rate  
   peg plus 2.5% SRV for roads and bridges.

We have provided information on the average residential rate as this impacts 
the broadest number of ratepayers.  The percentage will be the same across the 
rating categories, however the average rate as shown overleaf will be di+erent.

To calculate the impact on your rates, apply the percentages above to the total 
shown on your annual rates notice (not including the waste charges as the SRV 
does not impact that component of your rates).
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