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Q4. 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? 

Scale: 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied

A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction (by group)

2%

17%

35%

29%

17%

0% 25% 50%

Very satisfied (5)

Satisfied (4)

Somewhat satisfied (3)

Not very satisfied (2)

Not at all satisfied (1)

Overall Satisfaction with the Performance of Council 

Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Top 3 Box % 50% 59% 53% 52% 56% 56% 52% 71%

Mean rating 2.54 2.61 2.50 2.39 2.72 2.72 2.52 2.97

Base 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39

Base: N = 300

54% of residents are at least somewhat satisfied 

with the performance of Council in the last 12 

months.

At the overall level, residents’ satisfaction with the 

performance of Council is lower than the Regional 

Benchmark.

Further analysis has shown ratepayers and those 

aware of the Special Rate Variation to be 

significantly less satisfied with the performance of 

Council, indicating the impact of the rate increase 

on this key measure.

Time lived in area
Aboriginal or Torres 

Strait Islander

Does anyone living in 

your home have a 

disability?

Does anyone living in your 

home receive 

Commonwealth Government 

Pensions? 

Up to 20 

years

More than 

20 years
Yes No Yes No Yes No

Top 3 Box % 58% 53% 44% 57% 48% 56% 56% 54%

Mean rating 2.58 2.58 2.29 2.64 2.44 2.62 2.71 2.52

Base 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219

Gunnedah 

Shire Council

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark –

Regional

Top 3 Box % 54%↓ 82%

Mean rating 2.58↓ 3.31

Base 300 53,020

↑↓ = A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction 

(compared to the Benchmark)

Overall

Aware of Special Rate 

Variation

Yes No

Top 3 Box % 54% 49% 69%

Mean rating 2.58 2.46 2.93

Base 300 221 79



12Q3. How satisfied are you currently with the level of communication Council has with the community? 

Scale: 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied

A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction (by group)

2%

14%

27%

33%

24%

0% 25% 50%

Very satisfied (5)

Satisfied (4)

Somewhat satisfied (3)

Not very satisfied (2)

Not at all satisfied (1)

Satisfaction with the Level of Communication

Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Top 3 Box % 41% 45% 37% 35% 52% 49% 41% 57%

Mean rating 2.32 2.41 2.26 2.16 2.58 2.45 2.30 2.81

Base 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39

Base: N = 300

43% of residents are at least somewhat satisfied 

with the level of communication Council has 

with the community.

At the overall level, residents’ satisfaction with 

the level of communication Council has with 

the community is lower than the Regional 

Benchmark.

Similar to overall satisfaction, ratepayers and 

those aware of the Special Rate Variation are 

significantly less likely to be satisfied.

Time lived in area
Aboriginal or Torres 

Strait Islander

Does anyone living in 

your home have a 

disability?

Does anyone living in your 

home receive 

Commonwealth Government 

Pensions? 

Up to 20 

years

More than 

20 years
Yes No Yes No Yes No

Top 3 Box % 43% 43% 34% 45% 34% 46% 52% 39%

Mean rating 2.41 2.35 2.12 2.41 2.15 2.43 2.48 2.30

Base 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219

Gunnedah 

Shire Council

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark –

Regional

Top 3 Box % 43%↓ 79%

Mean rating 2.36↓ 3.31

Base 300 17,943

Overall

Aware of Special Rate 

Variation

Yes No

Top 3 Box % 43% 37% 61%

Mean rating 2.36 2.23 2.72

Base 300 221 79 ↑↓ = A significantly higher/lower level of satisfaction 

(compared to the Benchmark)











17

Importance & Satisfaction – Highest/Lowest Rated Services/Facilities

The analysis below identifies the highest and lowest rated services/facilities in terms of importance and satisfaction.

Importance Satisfaction 

The following services/facilities received the highest T2 box importance 
ratings:

Higher importance T2 Box Mean

Emergency services 94% 4.71

Water supply 91% 4.61

General garbage collection 90% 4.59

Economic development 88% 4.52

Drainage/flood management 87% 4.47

Urban streets 87% 4.37

The following services/facilities received the lowest T2 box importance 

ratings:

Lower importance T2 Box Mean

Gunnedah airport 31% 2.52

Libraries 42% 3.09

Public buildings and village halls 52% 3.49

Swimming pools 57% 3.63

Relationship with Indigenous residents 59% 3.69

The following services/facilities received the highest T3 box satisfaction 
ratings:

The following services/facilities received the lowest T3 box satisfaction 
ratings:

T2B = important/very important

Scale: 1 = not at all important, 5 = very important

T3B = somewhat satisfied/satisfied/very satisfied

Scale: 1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied

Higher satisfaction T3 Box Mean

Libraries 95% 4.17

Sewerage management 93% 4.07

The Civic Precinct 89% 3.76

Emergency services 86% 3.82

Water supply 86% 3.74

Public buildings and village halls 86% 3.50

Lower satisfaction T3 Box Mean

Unsealed roads 19% 1.73

Opportunities to participate in Council decision 

making
33% 2.05

Rural sealed roads 34% 2.12

Management of development 44% 2.33

Youth services 53% 2.54
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Summary Importance Comparison to the Micromex Benchmark

The chart to the right shows 

the variance between 

Gunnedah Shire Council 

top 2 box importance 

scores and the Micromex 

Regional Benchmark. 

Services/facilities shown in 

the chart highlight larger 

positive and negative 

gaps.

Note: Only services/facilities with a variance of +/- 5% to the Benchmark have been shown above. Please see Appendix 1 for detailed list

Top 2 box = important/very important

83%

88%

87%

83%

85%

71%

62%

59%

66%

57%

52%

61%

42%

31%

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

Opportunities to participate in Council

decision making

Economic development

Drainage/flood management

Quality of town centres and public spaces

Rural sealed roads

Environmental and sustainability initiatives

Heritage conservation/promotion

Relationship with Indigenous residents

Sporting grounds

Swimming pools

Public buildings and village halls

Public parks

Libraries

Gunnedah airport

10%
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-9%
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-11%
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-50% -30% -10% 10% 30% 50%

Gunnedah Shire Council Top 2 Box Importance Scores Variance to the Regional Benchmark
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Performance Gap Analysis

When we examine the largest performance gaps, we can identify that all of the services or facilities have been rated as high in importance, whilst residents’ satisfaction for 

all of these areas is between 19% and 58%. Roads (unsealed and sealed) and opportunities to participate in Council decision making received the largest performance 

gaps.

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.

Please see Appendix 1 for full Performance Gap Ranking

Service Area Service/Facility Importance T2 Box Satisfaction T3 Box

Performance Gap 

(Importance – 

Satisfaction)

Infrastructure Unsealed roads 76% 19% 57%

Infrastructure Rural sealed roads 85% 34% 51%

Corporate services and management
Opportunities to participate in Council decision 

making
83% 33% 50%

Corporate services and management Management of development 78% 44% 34%

Corporate services and management Economic development 88% 54% 34%

Infrastructure Drainage/flood management 87% 56% 31%

Infrastructure Urban streets 87% 58% 29%

Human services Youth services 72% 53% 19%
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Quadrant Analysis
Quadrant analysis is often helpful in planning future directions based on stated outcomes. It combines the stated importance of the community and assesses satisfaction with 

delivery in relation to these needs.

This analysis is completed by plotting the variables on x and y axes, defined by stated importance and rated satisfaction. We aggregate the top 2 box importance scores and 

top 3 satisfaction scores for stated importance and rated satisfaction to identify where the facility or service should be plotted. 

On average, Gunnedah Shire Council residents rated services/facilities less important than our Benchmark, and their satisfaction was also lower.

Explaining the 4 quadrants (overleaf)

Attributes in the top right quadrant, CELEBRATE, such as ‘emergency services’, are Council’s core strengths, and should be treated as such. Maintain, or even attempt to 
improve your position in these areas, as they are influential and address clear community needs.

Attributes in the top left quadrant, IMPROVE, such as ‘rural sealed roads’ are key concerns in the eyes of your residents. In the vast majority of cases you should aim to improve 
your performance in these areas to better meet the community’s expectations.

Attributes in the bottom left quadrant, NICHE, such as ‘Gunnedah airport’, are of a relatively lower priority (and the word ‘relatively’ should be stressed – they are still 
important). These areas tend to be important to a particular segment of the community.

Finally, attributes in the bottom right quadrant, SOCIAL CAPITAL, such as ‘libraries’, are core strengths, but in relative terms they are considered less overtly important than 
other directly obvious areas. However, the occupants of this quadrant tend to be the sort of services and facilities that deliver to community liveability, i.e. make it a good 
place to live. 

Recommendations based only on stated importance and satisfaction have major limitations, as the actual questionnaire process essentially ‘silos’ facilities and services as if 
they are independent variables, when they are in fact all part of the broader community perception of council performance.

Gunnedah Shire Council
Micromex Comparable 

Regional Benchmark

Average Importance 73% 80%

Average Satisfaction 71% 80%

Note: Micromex comparable benchmark only refers to like for like measures
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Dependent Variable: Q4.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? 

Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction with Council

Note: Please see Appendix 1 for complete list

R2 = 0.40

The score assigned to each area is not a measure of performance, rather, it indicates the percentage of influence each measure contributes to overall satisfaction with Council. 

All services/facilities are important – but if Council can increase satisfaction in these key driver areas, they will likely see an improvement in overall community satisfaction.

These top 10 services/facilities (so 31% of the 32 

services/facilities) account for over 60% of the 

variation in overall satisfaction. 

Investigating the measures separately, opportunities 

to participate in Council decision making is the most 

vital driver of overall satisfaction, followed by 

economic development and swimming pools.

However, after summarising them into thematical 

groups, ‘services and facilities’ is the most important 

driver category.
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7.9%

7.6%

5.3%

4.9%

4.8%

4.7%

4.4%

3.9%
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Opportunities to participate in Council decision

making

Economic development

Swimming pools

Urban streets

Management of development
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13.9%
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21.9%

Roads and streets
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33Q6a. Prior to this call, were you aware that Council was exploring community sentiment towards a Special Rate Variation?

Awareness of the SRV

Awareness is significantly higher than the Micromex Regional normative data (74% compared to 52%), suggesting a highly engaged community.

Awareness was higher for older residents, ratepayers and long-term residents of the LGA.

A significantly higher/lower awareness (by group)

Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Yes, aware % 68% 79% 56% 81% 79% 81% 79% 38%

Base 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39

Time lived in area
Aboriginal or Torres 

Strait Islander

Does anyone living in 

your home have a 

disability?

Does anyone living in your 

home receive 

Commonwealth Government 

Pensions? 

Up to 20 

years

More than 

20 years
Yes No Yes No Yes No

Yes, aware % 62% 78% 65% 75% 73% 74% 73% 75%

Base 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219

↑↓ = A significantly higher/lower awareness 

(compared to the Benchmark)

74%↑

52%

Gunnedah Shire Council

(N = 300)

Micromex Regional

Benchmark (N = 6,252)

Aware %
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Q5c. Which of the following 2 options do you most prefer?
Q5d. What is your reason for choosing that option as your highest preference? 

Reason for Preference

Main reasons for those in preference of Option 1 (Rate Peg) 

included a call for improved Council 

performance/financial management/communication, a 

lack of trust in Council and an inability to afford the SRV.

For those in preference of the SRV, key reasons centred on 

the need for improvements/maintenance within the area. 

Other comments also cited the need for the increase, but

raised concerns regarding the increased costs associated 

and Council’s performance/financial 

management/communication.

Option 1 – Rate Peg (64%) N = 300

Need better Council performance/financial management/communication 41%

Don't trust Council/this is Council's fault 17%

Can't afford it/rates already too high 16%

Don't get quality services and facilities as it is/more needs to be done 15%

Cost of living/financial pressures 14%

The better option/need another option 7%

Airport was a waste of money 6%

Questionning the facts/numbers given in the survey 3%

Get money from elsewhere 2%

Other 4%

Option 2 – SRV (36%)

To improve/maintain the town 24%

Can see it needs to be done but increase is too high/alternative payment options to assist 9%

Need better Council performance/financial management/communication 7%

All costs are going up 3%

Questioning the facts/numbers given in the survey 3%

Don't support either option/need another option 2%

Get money from elsewhere e.g. State Government, mining companies, etc. 1%

Not sure 1%

Other 2%
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Q7a. How supportive would you be of paying more, over and above the proposed SRV, in rates and charges to improve service 
levels for our roads (e.g., improved drainage works, increased gravel re-sheeting, review ability to seal high priority unsealed
roads). 

Q7b. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to improve service levels for our parks and gardens (e.g., 
expanded irrigation, improve Porcupine lookout, move skate park to tier one park, water saving measures, increased cleaning 
of public toilets, more proactive tree management)? 

Q7c. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to make improvements to the Cultural Precinct (e.g., new 
library, community meeting spaces, enhanced and uplifting performing arts venue and amenities). 

Support for Paying More for Higher Service Levels

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

T2B% = Supportive/Very supportive, T3B% = at least somewhat supportive

5%

12%

26%

19%

38%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Very supportive (5)

Supportive (4)

Somewhat supportive (3)

Not very supportive (2)

Not at all supportive (1)

Base: N = 300

4%

14%

23%

22%

37%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Support to pay more to improve roads

2%

7%

22%

21%

48%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Support to pay more to improve parks / gardens Support to pay more to improve the Cultural Precinct

Improve roads
Improve Parks / 

Gardens

Improve the 

Cultural Precinct

T2B % 17% 18% 9%

T3B % 43% 41% 31%

Mean rating 2.27 2.26 1.94

Residents recorded very low levels of support to pay more, over and above the 

proposed SRV, to improve service levels for roads, parks and gardens and the 

Cultural Precinct. Lowest support was for the Cultural Precinct (9% supportive/ 

very supportive) and near identical support for roads and parks / gardens.

Ratepayers were significantly less supportive of paying more for all three areas.
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Q7a. How supportive would you be of paying more, over and above the proposed SRV, in rates and charges to improve service 
levels for our roads?

Q7b. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to improve service levels for our parks and gardens?
Q7c. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to make improvements to the Cultural Precinct?

Support for Paying More for Higher Service Levels

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

T2B% = Supportive/Very supportive, T3B% = at least somewhat supportive

A significantly higher/lower level of support (by group)

Support to pay more to improve roads

Support to pay more to improve parks / gardens

Support to pay more to improve the Cultural Precinct

Q7a. overall
Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Top 2 Box % 17% 21% 12% 21% 14% 13% 18% 15% 25%

Top 3 Box % 43% 47% 39% 47% 44% 40% 41% 39% 69%

Mean rating 2.27 2.44 2.11 2.35 2.21 2.25 2.25 2.19 2.79

Base 300 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39

Q7b. overall
Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Top 2 Box % 18% 17% 19% 27% 18% 13% 14% 13% 54%

Top 3 Box % 41% 44% 37% 50% 42% 35% 34% 37% 67%

Mean rating 2.26 2.39 2.13 2.48 2.25 2.15 2.12 2.11 3.27

Base 300 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39

Q7c. overall
Gender Age Ratepayer Status

Male Female 18-34 35-49 50-64 65+ Ratepayer Non-ratepayer

Top 2 Box % 9% 10% 9% 10% 13% 10% 4% 9% 14%

Top 3 Box % 31% 30% 32% 33% 31% 30% 30% 27% 59%

Mean rating 1.94 2.00 1.89 1.98 2.03 1.92 1.85 1.85 2.58

Base 300 146 153 84 69 72 75 261 39
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Q7a. How supportive would you be of paying more, over and above the proposed SRV, in rates and charges to improve service 
levels for our roads?

Q7b. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to improve service levels for our parks and gardens?
Q7c. How supportive would you be of paying more in rates and charges to make improvements to the Cultural Precinct?

Support for Paying More for Higher Service Levels

Scale: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

T2B% = Supportive/Very supportive, T3B% = at least somewhat supportive

Support to pay more to improve roads

Support to pay more to improve parks / gardens

Support to pay more to improve the Cultural Precinct

Q7b. Overall

Time lived in area Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander
Does anyone living in your 

home have a disability?

Does anyone living in your home receive 

Commonwealth Government Pensions? 

Up to 20 years More than 20 years Yes No Yes No Yes No

Top 2 Box % 18% 15% 19% 16% 18% 11% 20% 17% 19%

Top 3 Box % 41% 40% 41% 39% 41% 32% 43% 41% 40%

Mean rating 2.26 2.21 2.28 2.25 2.26 2.02 2.33 2.33 2.23

Base 300 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219

Q7a. Overall

Time lived in area Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander
Does anyone living in your 

home have a disability?

Does anyone living in your home receive 

Commonwealth Government Pensions? 

Up to 20 years More than 20 years Yes No Yes No Yes No

Top 2 Box % 17% 15% 17% 15% 17% 15% 17% 21% 15%

Top 3 Box % 43% 44% 43% 32% 45% 35% 46% 42% 43%

Mean rating 2.27 2.32 2.25 2.10 2.30 2.15 2.31 2.36 2.23

Base 300 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219

Q7c. Overall

Time lived in area Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander
Does anyone living in your 

home have a disability?

Does anyone living in your home receive 

Commonwealth Government Pensions? 

Up to 20 years More than 20 years Yes No Yes No Yes No

Top 2 Box % 9% 8% 10% 12% 9% 12% 8% 11% 9%

Top 3 Box % 31% 29% 32% 34% 31% 28% 32% 36% 29%

Mean rating 1.94 1.99 1.93 1.99 1.94 1.88 1.96 2.03 1.90

Base 300 82 218 45 252 64 236 79 219
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Key Priorities N = 300 Key Priorities N = 300

Road maintenance/upgrade 47% Airport 3%

Parks/playgrounds/sporting facilities 17% Building the community/support 3%

Council communication/transparency/consultation 15% Disability services 3%

Reduce rates/better value for rates 15% Housing availability and affordability 3%

Employment opportunities/attracting business 14% More/upgrading infrastructure e.g. lighting, footpaths, etc. 3%

Council's management/accountability 13% Tourism 3%

Crime and safety 13% Education 2%

Sewerage/flood/water management 13% Environment/sustainability 2%

Youth services 13% More events/activities 2%

Waste management 10% Public transport 2%

Better financial management 9% Town planning/development 1%

Maintaining the local area 9% Keeping heritage 1%

More/better/accessibility to services/facilities 9% Cost of living 1%

Health services 7% Extractive industries <1%

Improve the DA process 6% Other 2%

Aged care services 3% No response 4%

Q2. What do you think are the key priorities for Council in the local area? 

Key Priorities
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Importance Compared to the Micromex Regional Benchmark

Service/Facility

Gunnedah Shire 

Council

T2 box 

importance score

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark – Regional

T2 box importance score

Variance

Opportunities to participate in Council decision making 83%▲ 73% 10%

Economic development 88% 79% 9%

Drainage/flood management 87% 82% 5%

Sewerage management 85% 81% 4%

Water supply 91% 88% 3%

Emergency services (i.e. SES, RFS) 94% 91% 3%

Landfills and waste transfer stations 82% 80% 2%

Disability access 81% 82% -1%

General garbage collection 90% 91% -1%

Unsealed roads 76% 77% -1%

Management of development 78% 80% -2%

Support for volunteers 76% 79% -3%

Tourism 72% 75% -3%

Youth services 72% 75% -3%

Note: Benchmark differences are based on assumed variants of +/- 10%, with variants beyond +/- 10% more likely to be significant

▲/▼ = positive/negative difference equal to/greater than 10% from Benchmark. Note: T2 = important/very important



48

Importance Compared to the Micromex Regional Benchmark

Service/Facility

Gunnedah Shire 

Council

T2 box 

importance score

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark – Regional

T2 box importance score

Variance

Aged care services (i.e. Go Co) 79% 83% -4%

Recycling 85% 89% -4%

Footpaths and cycleways 72% 76% -4%

Street cleaning 73% 77% -4%

Quality of town centres and public spaces 83% 89% -6%

Rural sealed roads 85% 93% -8%

Environmental and sustainability initiatives 71% 80% -9%

Heritage conservation/promotion 62%▼ 72% -10%

Relationship with Indigenous residents 59%▼ 70% -11%

Sporting grounds 66%▼ 77% -11%

Swimming pools 57%▼ 71% -14%

Public buildings and village halls 52%▼ 68% -16%

Public parks 61%▼ 83% -22%

Libraries 42%▼ 70% -28%

Gunnedah airport 31%▼ 77% -46%

Note: Benchmark differences are based on assumed variants of +/- 10%, with variants beyond +/- 10% more likely to be significant

▲/▼ = positive/negative difference equal to/greater than 10% from Benchmark. Note: T2 = important/very important
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Satisfaction Compared to the Micromex Regional Benchmark

Service/Facility

Gunnedah Shire 

Council

T3 box 

satisfaction score

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark – Regional

T3 box satisfaction score

Variance

Sewerage management 93% 90% 3%

Relationship with Indigenous residents 81% 80% 1%

Water supply 86% 85% 1%

Libraries 95% 94% 1%

Emergency services (i.e. SES, RFS) 86% 86% 0%

Landfills and waste transfer stations 78% 80% -2%

Public buildings and village halls 86% 88% -2%

Recycling 84% 86% -2%

Public parks 83% 86% -3%

Swimming pools 81% 85% -4%

Support for volunteers 82% 86% -4%

Aged care services (i.e. Go Co) 80% 85% -5%

Disability access 75% 79% -4%

Sporting grounds 85% 89% -4%

Quality of town centres and public spaces 80% 85% -5%

Note: Benchmark differences are based on assumed variants of +/- 10%, with variants beyond +/- 10% more likely to be significant

▲/▼ = positive/negative difference equal to/greater than 10% from Benchmark. Note: T3 = at least somewhat satisfied
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Satisfaction Compared to the Micromex Regional Benchmark

Service/Facility

Gunnedah Shire 

Council

T3 box 

satisfaction score

Micromex LGA 

Benchmark – Regional

T3 box satisfaction score

Variance

Footpaths and cycleways 72% 77% -5%

Street cleaning 77% 86% -9%

General garbage collection 79% 88% -9%

Environmental and sustainability initiatives 71%▼ 81% -10%

Tourism 74%▼ 84% -10%

Heritage conservation/promotion 74%▼ 85% -11%

Drainage/flood management 56%▼ 76% -20%

Youth services 53%▼ 73% -20%

Economic development 54%▼ 75% -21%

Management of development 44%▼ 66% -22%

Rural sealed roads 34%▼ 56% -22%

Gunnedah airport 58%▼ 86% -28%

Unsealed roads 19%▼ 50% -31%

Opportunities to participate in Council decision making 33%▼ 65% -32%

Note: Benchmark differences are based on assumed variants of +/- 10%, with variants beyond +/- 10% more likely to be significant

▲/▼ = positive/negative difference equal to/greater than 10% from Benchmark. Note: T3 = at least somewhat satisfied
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Performance Gap Analysis

Note: T2 = important/very important

 T3 = at least somewhat satisfied

When analysing performance gap data, it is important to consider both stated satisfaction and the absolute size of the performance gap.

Performance Gap Ranking

Service/Facility
Importance 

T2 Box

Satisfaction 

T3 Box

Performance 

Gap 

(Importance 

– Satisfaction)

Infrastructure Unsealed roads 76% 19% 57%

Infrastructure Rural sealed roads 85% 34% 51%

Corporate services and management
Opportunities to participate in Council 

decision making
83% 33% 50%

Corporate services and management Management of development 78% 44% 34%

Corporate services and management Economic development 88% 54% 34%

Infrastructure Drainage/flood management 87% 56% 31%

Infrastructure Urban streets 87% 58% 29%

Human services Youth services 72% 53% 19%

Infrastructure General garbage collection 90% 79% 11%

Human services Emergency services (i.e. SES, RFS) 94% 86% 8%

Human services Disability access 81% 75% 6%

Infrastructure Water supply 91% 86% 5%

Infrastructure Landfills and waste transfer stations 82% 78% 4%

Community facilities Quality of town centres and public spaces 83% 80% 3%

Infrastructure Recycling 85% 84% 1%

Corporate services and management Environmental and sustainability initiatives 71% 71% 0%
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Performance Gap Analysis

Note: T2 = important/very important

 T3 = at least somewhat satisfied

Performance Gap Ranking continue

Service/Facility
Importance 

T2 Box

Satisfaction 

T3 Box

Performance 

Gap 

(Importance 

– Satisfaction)

Infrastructure Footpaths and cycleways 72% 72% 0%

Human services Aged care services (i.e. Go Co) 79% 80% -1%

Corporate services and management Tourism, importance 72% 74% -2%

Infrastructure Street cleaning 73% 77% -4%

Human services Support for volunteers 76% 82% -6%

Infrastructure Sewerage management 85% 93% -8%

Community facilities Gunnedah showground 66% 77% -11%

Corporate services and management Heritage conservation/promotion 62% 74% -12%

Community facilities Sporting grounds 66% 85% -19%

Human services Relationship with Indigenous residents 59% 81% -22%

Community facilities Public parks 61% 83% -22%

Community facilities Swimming pools 57% 81% -24%

Community facilities
The Civic Precinct (i.e. Town Hall/Movie 

Theatre/Art Gallery)
62% 89% -27%

Infrastructure Gunnedah airport 31% 58% -27%

Community facilities Public buildings and village halls 52% 86% -34%

Community facilities Libraries 42% 95% -53%
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Regression Analysis – Influence on Overall Satisfaction
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0.8%

0.8%

0.7%

0.7%

0.5%

0.5%

0.4%

0% 4% 8% 12% 16%

Opportunities to participate in Council decision making

Economic development

Swimming pools

Urban streets

Management of development

Landfills and waste transfer stations

Rural sealed roads

Aged care services (i.e. Go Co)

Public parks

Unsealed roads

Sewerage management

Quality of town centres and public spaces

Tourism, importance

Heritage conservation/promotion

Youth services

Libraries

The Civic Precinct (i.e. Town Hall/Movie Theatre/Art Gallery)

Drainage/flood management

Support for volunteers

General garbage collection

Street cleaning

Environmental and sustainability initiatives

Sporting grounds

Recycling

Water supply

Disability access

Public buildings and village halls

Gunnedah showground

Footpaths and cycleways

Gunnedah airport

Relationship with Indigenous residents

Emergency services (i.e. SES, RFS)

The chart to the right summarises the 

influence of the 32 facilities/ services on 

overall satisfaction with Council’s 

performance, based on the Regression 

analysis.



54

Council’s Used to Create the Micromex Regional Benchmark

The Regional Benchmark was composed from the Council areas listed below:

Albury City Council Hawkesbury City Council Narrandera Shire Council

Ballina Shire Council Kempsey Shire Council Parkes Shire Council

Bathurst Regional Council Lachlan Shire Council Port Macquarie-Hastings Council

Bland Shire Council Lake Macquarie City Council Richmond Valley Council

Blue Mountains City Council Leeton Shire Council Singleton Shire Council

Byron Shire Council Lismore City Council Tamworth Regional Council

Cabonne Shire Council Lithgow City Council Tenterfield Shire Council

Central Coast Council Liverpool Plains Shire Council Tweed Shire Council

Cessnock City Council Maitland City Council Upper Hunter Shire Council

City of Newcastle MidCoast Council Wagga Wagga City Council

Coffs Harbour City Council Mid-Western Regional Council Walgett Shire Council

Devonport City Council Moree Plains Shire Council Weddin Shire Council

Dungog Shire Council Murray River Council Wingecarribee Shire Council

Eurobodalla Shire Council Murrumbidgee Council Wollondilly Shire Council

Forbes Shire Council Muswellbrook Shire Council Yass Valley Council

Glen Innes Severn Shire Council Narrabri Shire Council
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The information contained herein is believed to be reliable and accurate, however, no guarantee is given as to its accuracy and reliability, and no responsibility or 

liability for any information, opinions or commentary contained herein, or for any consequences of its use, will be accepted by Micromex Research, or by any 

person involved in the preparation of this report.






