[image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide1.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide2.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide3.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide4.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide5.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide6.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide7.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide8.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide9.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide10.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide11.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide12.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide13.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide14.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide15.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide16.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide17.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide18.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide19.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide20.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide21.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide22.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide23.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide24.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide25.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide26.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide27.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide28.JPG][image: \\internal.vic.gov.au\DPCD\UserDirs\Desktop\CSS\Statewide_Local_Government_Services_Report\Slide29.JPG]
image4.jpeg
Background & Objectives (Cont'd)

+ Pleasenotethatas a result of feedback from extensive consultations with Councils, in 2012there
were necessary and significant changestothe methodology and contentof the survey, including:

- Thesurveyisnow conductedas a representativerandom probabilty survey ofresidents
aged 18years or overin local Councils, whereaspreviously it was conductedas a ‘head of
household survey.

- Aspartofthe change toa representativeresident survey. results are nowweighted post
surveytothe known population distribution of Victorian Councils accorcingto the most
recently available Australian Bureau of Statistics population estimates, whereasthe results
were previously notweighted.

- The service responsibility area performance measures have changed significantly andthe
rating scale usedto assess performance has also changed.

+ Assuch,the results ofthe 2012 Statewide Local Government Services Report should be
consideredas a benchmark. Please note that comparisons should notbe made with Statewide
Local Government Services Reportresults from 2011 and prior dueto the methodological and
sampling changes.

+  Comparisonsbetween 2013and 2012 results have been made throughoutthis report as
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Survey Methodology & Sampling

This survey was conducted by Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) as a representative
random probability survey of residents aged 18+ years in Victorian Councils

Survey sample matched to Victorian Councils was purchased from an accredited sugplier of publicly.
available phone records, including up to 10% mobile phone numbers to cater to the diversity of
residerts in the Councils, particularly younger people.

Atotal of 1=29.501 completed interviews were achieved State-wide. Survey fieldwork was conducted in
the period of 1% February — 247 March 2013

The 2012 results against which 2012 results are comparsd involved a total of 1=29,384 completed
interviews State-wide conducted inthe period of 18 May — 30M June 2012

Minimum quotes of gender within age aroups wers applisd during the fieldwork phase. Post survey
weighting was then conducted to ensure accurate representation of the age and gender profile of he
participating Councils

Any variation of +/-1% between individual results and NET scores in this report or the detailed survey
tabulations is due to rounding

“NET* scores refer to two or more response categories being combined into one category for simplicity
of reporting
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Survey Methodology & Sampling (Cont’d)

Within tables and index score charts throughout this report, statistically sigrificant differences at the
95% confidence lavel are represented by upward dirscting bie and dowrward directing red arrows
Significance when noted indicates a significantly higher or lower resut for the analysis aroup in
comparison to the 2013 Total’ result for the Council for that survey question. Thersfore in the following
example

— The Statewide resut s signficanty higher than the overall resut for the Counci
~ The esult amongst 50.64 year oids in the Councilis significantly lower than for the overal result for the Council

Overall Performance - Index Score (example extract only)

Inner Melbourne Metro 664

1824 | o6

2013 Overall 60
2012 Overall 58

Mensos 57

064 s6¥
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Margins of Error

+ The State-wide sample size for the 2013 Statewide Local Gavernment Services Report was n=28400.
Unless otherwise noted, this is the total sample base for all reported charts and tables.

* The maximum margin of srror on a sample of approximately n=28400 interviews is +/-0.6% at the 95%
confidence level for results around 50%. Margins of erfor will be larger for any sub-samples

+ As an example, a result of 50% can be read confidently as falling midway in the range 49 4% - 50.6%

* Maximum margins of error are listed in the table below, based on a population of 4.3 million people
aged 18 years or over State-wide, according to ABS estimates

Survey sub-samples andmargins of error
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Analysis & Reporting

Council Groups

« Overallresults forthis 2013 Statewide Local Government Services Reportinclude an overall
State-wide resultwhich is an average of all participating Councils, as well as results by the 5
self-classification groupsthateach Councilwas part of and measured against:

~ Innermetropolitan councils

- Outermetropolitan councils

~ Ruralcities andregional centres
- Largeruralshires

- Smallrural shires

+ Allparticipating Councils for 2012 and 2013 are lstedin Appendix C.

+ In2012and2013,71 ofthe 79 Councils throughout Victoria participatedin this survey. Please
notethatthe Councils thatparticipatedin 2012 vary slightly to those participatingin 2013,
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Analysis & Reporting (Cont’d)

Index Scores

* Many questions ask respondents to rate Council performance on a five-point scale, for example, from
“Very good" to "Very poor”, with *Can't say* also a possible response category. To facilitate ease of
reporting and comparisan of results over time (starting from the 2012 benchmark survey) and against
the State-vide result and the Council group, an ‘Index Scors' 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 "Cart
58y responses excluded from the analysis. The ‘% RESULT for each scale category is multiplied by the.
INDEXFACTOR' This produces an ‘INDEX VALUE' for each category, which ars then summed to
produce tne INDEX SCORE', equating to ‘60’ in the following example

SCALE CATEGORIES | % RESULT IDEX FACTOR INDEX VALUE
% 100 9
a0% 75 30
3 50 1
% x 2
% [ o
1% = INDEX SCORE 60

« Similarly, an Index Score has been calculated for the Core question ‘Performance direction in the last
12 months', based on the following scale for each performance measurs category, with ‘Can't say
responses xcluded from the calculation:

- ‘Improved = 100
~ 'Stayed aboutthe same' = 50
- “Detsriorated’

W .
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Analysis & Reporting (Cont’d)

Core, Optional and Tailored Questions

+ Overand above necessary geographic and demographic questions required to ensure sample
representativensss, a base set of questions for the 2013 Statewide Local Government Services Survey
was designated as Core’ and therefore compulsory inclusions for all participating Councils. These Core
questions comprised

— Overall performance last 12 months (Overall performance)
~ Community consultation and engagement (Consultation)
- Lobbying on behalf of community (Advocacy)

- Contact inlast 12 months (Contact)

- Rating of contact (Customer service)

— Overall council direction last 12 months (Council dirsction)

+ Reporting of results for these Core questions can always be compared against othier Councils in the
Council group and against all participating Councils State-wide. Altematively, some questions in the
2013 Statewide Local Govemment Services Survey were optional. If compansons for some questions
cannot be made against all ather Councils in the same group and/or all Councils on a State-wide basis,
this is noted for those resuits by a fotnote of the number of Councils the comparison is made against

+ Councils also had the abilty to ask tailored questions specific only to their Council

W
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Analysis & Reporting (Cont’d)

Reporting

« Every Councilthatparticipated i the 2013 Statewide Local Government Services Survey
receivesa customisedreport. In addition, the State Governmentis supplied with this Statewide
Local Govemment Services Repart ofthe aggregate results of ‘Core’and-Optional questions.
askedacross all Council areas surveyed.

« Tailored questions commissionedby individual Councils are reported only tothe commissioning
Councilandare nototherwise shared unless by expresswiitten approval of the commissioning
Council.

«  This Statewide Local Government Services Reportis available at
www localgovernmentvic.gov.au.

Contacts
« Forfurther queries aboutthe conductand eporting ofthe 2013 Statewide Local Government
Services Survey,please contact JWS Researchas follows:

~ MarkZuker — mzuker@jwsresearch.com- 0418364 009
~ John Scales ~jscales@ijwsresearch.com- 0409244412
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Glossary of Terms

Core questions: Carnpulsory inclusion questionsforall Councis paricipating n e 2013 Statewios Local
Govemment Senvices Survey.

Council group: One offive sel-classifiec groups. comprising inner metrapolitan councis, outermetropolitan
councils fural ciies and regional centres, large rural shires and small wral shires.

Councilgroup average: The average resultfor all paricipating Councisin the Counci graup.

Highest] Lowest The result describedis the highestor lowest resultacross @ partiular demographic sub-
Qroup.e.g. Men, for the spefic question beingreported Referen cetothe result for @ demographic sub-group
beingthe highest orlowest doss notimply hat s sign ficantly higher of lower, unless his is specifcally
mentoned

Index:Score: A score calculated and represented as & score outof 100 (on a 010 100 scale) This score is
Sormetimes reported a5 a figurein brackets nextto the category being described, 9. men 50+ (60)

Optional questions: Guestionswhich Councils had an opton toincludeor ot

Percentages Alsoreferrad to as ‘detailed esuls', meaning e propotion of esponses, expressed as a
percentage

‘Sample: The nurberof completed intervisws, & 9. o a Councilorwithin & demographic sub-group
Significantly higher  lower The resuitdescribed s signficanty higher or ower than the comparison result
besed on & statistcal signifcance testath 5% confidence it If he resultrferen cedis statstcally higher or
Iower then thiswillbe speciically mentioned however notallsignificantly higher orlower esults are referencedt
in summary reporting

State.wide average. The average resultfor all paricipating Councilsin the Stete

Tallored questions Indivicual questions tailoredy and only reported to the cemmissioning Council
Welghting. Weighinfactors are appliedto the sample or each Councilbased on available age andigender
propottions from ABS cen sus nformation to ensure reported esults re proportionate o the actual populaton of
the Councl, ratherthan the achieved survey sample.
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KEY FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS
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Key Findings & Recommendations

« Asin 2012, Victorian Councils tendedito score lower than their Overall Performance rating on
Community Consultation and Engagement, Advocacy and, particularly, Overall Council Direction,
sothese are obvious areas forimprovement for most Councils overthe next 12 months.

+ State-wideindex scores for Overall Performance (60), Consultation (57), Advocacy (55) and
Customer Service (71) are unchanged from 2012, whilstthe State-wide score for Overall Council
Direction has ncreased 1 pointto 53. Every demographic grouprecorded atleasta slightincrease
inrating of Overall Council Direction, includinga 3 pointise to 54 n Large Rural Shires.

« Toimprove performance on Consultation and Advocacy, the recommendedapproach is not simply
to engage more residents in these services, butto improve service contentand for Council's to
better communicatetheir efforts to the broader community,targeting information to those
demographic groups thatrate these services lowestas in 2012, this is typically 50-64 year olds,
forwhomthe preferred communication method is hard copy, notelectronic, mail outs and
newsletters.

+  ForCouncilswith the available data, it will continue to be importantto understandthe
demographic profile of contactand service ratings by various methods. In person methods of
contactare down relative to 2012, with these customers seemingly switchingtotelephone contact,
whilstsocial media formats rate highly but do not yet have wide currency or preference.
Interestingly,rating of service receivedby emailis down 5 points and is rated 68 along with
service received inwriting - this is below average and these areas, along with text messaging, will
require more attention.
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Key Findings & Recommendations

+ Councils needtomake their own assessmenton what constitutes acceptablelevels of
performance on core andindividual service responsibilities and similarly forthe level of
improvementrequired. Ourrecommendedapproach by way of a guiding principle foraction s:

~  Whers Councils are rating at or above the State-wide and/or Council group average, target
improvement at underperforming demographic: groups

— Where Councils are rating below the State-wide andfor Council group average, review delivery of
the service ~ including with reference to cther Councils if performance s particularly poor or
unacceptable. In some instances further consultation or research may be required.

+ Werecommendamore detailed analysis of Councilservice delivery areas, particularly those with
the highestnetnegative differentials betweenimportance and performance, focusing on services
(and demographics) where rated importance is higher than performance by 10 points or more.
Thesewilltypically be negative drivers on Overall Performance, and consistently include:

~ Maintenance of unsealed roads - Lobbying on bshalf of the community
~ Planning for population growth = Informing the commurity

- Condition of local streets and footpaths - Parking facilfies

- Town planning policy. - Trafficmanagement

~ Roadside slashing and weed control - Disadvantaged support services

~ Consultation and engagement ~ Elderly support servicss

~ Planning and building permits - Emergency and disaster management

+ Consideration shouldalsobe given tothese relativities within key user groups.
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Key Findings & Recommendations

Despite 92% of Victorian Councilresidents statingthere is room for improvementfor their Council
(thisresultis unchanged from 2012), the right / wrong direction results indicate thatthe
improvements requiredshouldbe moderate rather than substantialin nature andthat most
Councils havetheir macro'settings setappropriately.

The proportion of residentswho believe their Councilis headingin the right direction has risen 2
points to 69% since 2012, with those who believe itis headed in the wrong direction down 3 points
t020%.

Additionally. the raterises versus service cuts results indicate thatratepayers expectmost
Councils tolive withintheir currentmeans, with those preferringtoincur a rate rise in exchange for
better service delivery falling further from 40%in 2012to 36% in 2013

Forthose Councilswho includedthe coded open ended questions, analysis ofthe verbatim
tesponses provides depth andinsightinto Council's performance and service delivery, both froma
positive aswellas a need forimprovement perspective. The category descriptions forthe coded
open endedresponses are generic summaries only. We recommend further analysis ofthe
detailed crosstabulationsandthe actualverbatimresponses, with a viewto understandingthe
responses in more detail andby their demographic profile, especially forany over or under
performingtarget groups identified for individual Councils.This can be achieved via additional
consultation and data interrogation. of self-mining the SPSS data provided orvia the dashboard
portalavailable to Councils.
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Key Findings & Recommendations

Higher results in [ERRAASISAEY
* Planning for population growth

2013 + Overall council direction

(GUELEEET RN  « Roadside slashing and weed control
2013 * Maintenance of unsealed roads

WS AENAITELIIN  « 1849 year olds, especially 18-34
demographics « 65+year olds

(ICELSEVITELIEM  « 50-64year olds
demographics « Large Rural Shires
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DETAILED RESULTS
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CORE MEASURES
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Core Measures Summary

In 2013in responseto the core performance measure question of, “On balance. forthe last twelve
months, how do you feel aboutthe performance of your Council, notjust on one ortwo issues, but
overallacross allresponsibilty areas?" Victorian Councils State-wide recorded an Overall
Performance Index Score of 60, which was the same as 2012.

Onthe other core performance measuresthe State-wide Index Scoreswere as follows:
~ 57 for Community Consultation and Engagement—unchangedfrom 2012
~ 55forAdvocacy —unchangedfrom 2012
~ 71 for Customer Service —unchangedfrom 2012
- 53for Overall Council Direction —up 1 pointsince 2012

All core performance measures can be comparedby Council group and for key genderandage
demographics for all Councils State-wide.
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Core Measures Summary

+ OnOverall Performance, amongthe different Council groups, there was lttie movementin 2013
relative to 2012. The Inner Melbourne Metropolitan group again achievedthe highestrating of 66
(unchangedfrom 2012), which s significantly abovethe State-wide average Index Score of 60.
They were again followedby the Outer Melbourne Metropolitan group at62 (up 1 point), also
significantly abovethe 2013 State-wide average.

+ Regional Centres remained at60, the same as the State-wide result. The Large Rural Shires
group again ratedthe lowest, at 57 (down 1 pointfrom 2012), followed by the Small Rural Shires.
group, unchanged from 2012t 59. They were both significantly below the State-wide average.

« Analysis bykey gender andage groups shows thaton Overall Performance, 18-34 year olds (65),
women andmen aged 18-49 (both 62), women generally (61) and 85+year olds (61) all rated
significantly above average. Theseresults were all similar to 2012, with the greatestchange being
a2 pointincrease amongmen aged 18-49.

« By contrast, 50-64 year olds (57) ratedlowest, below men aged 50+ (58) and 35-49 year olds
(59).Men generally andwomen aged50+rated equalto the State-wide average of 60.

« 85+yearoldswere again the mostlikely to rate their Council's Overall Performance s very
good at12%.
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Core Measures Summary

+ Onthe other core performance measures, Large Rural Shires consistently record the lowest
results, while the Inner Melbourne Metropolitan groups generally record the highest results. More
specifically

On Community Consultationand Engagement, a service area consistently
underperformingrelativeto perceivedimportance, the Inner Metropolitan group maintained
its 2012result(58), butthe Outer Melbourne Metropolitan group'srating fellby 1 point (to 57)
while the Small Rural Shires group's ratingimprovedby 1 point to 58). This sees Small
Rural Shires andthe Inner Melbourne Metropolitan groups performthe highest, and
significantly abovethe State-wide average for this measure. Despite an increase of 1 point
relativeto 2012, Large Rural Shires (55) performedthe lowest of the Council groups and
significantly below average. The Outer Melbourne Metropolitan and Regional Centres groups
ratedthe same as the State-wide average (57). The greatestchangeamongkey age and
gender groups since 2012isa 2 pointincrease among men aged 18-49.

~ OnAdvocacy, the Small Rural Shires, Regional Centres, Outer Metropolitanand Inner
Metropolitan groups, allat 56, rated their Council's efforts significantly abovethe State-wide
Index Score of 5. Large Rural Shires, at 53, performed lowestand significantly below the
State-wide average fortheir advocacy efforts. The only changesin 2013 relativeto 2012
were 1 pointdecreasesamong 18-34year olds, women aged 18-49andthe Inner Melbourne
Metropolitan group, anda 1 pointincrease for Regional Centres.
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Core Measures Summary

- Acrossall Victorian Councils, 60% of residents have had contactwith their Councilin the last
12months, down 1 point relative to 2012. In terms of Customer Service ratings, Regional
Centresimproved 1 pointrelativeto 2012, puttingthem alongside Inner Melbourne
Metropoltan Councils (both at 73);this is significantly higher than the State-wide average of
71. Despite Large Rural Shires improvingtheir performanceby 1 pointrelative to 201 2they
remain rated lowest (at 69) andwith Small Rural Shires (at 70), significantly below the State-
wide average. Residents aged 65+ (74) andwomen aged 50+ (73) tendto rate Customer
Senvicethe highest, while men aged 18-49 (69)rate it lowest.

~ CouncilDirection overthe last 12 months relative to 2012 hasimproved amongall Council
groupsandage and gender groups. The greatestimprovementis a 3 pointincrease among
women aged 50+anda 3 pointincrease n the Large Rural Shires group. Despite this,
however, the Large Rural Shires group ratedithe lowestof the Council groupings at51,
significantly below the State-wide average. The Small Rural Shires group, which also
improved by 2 points relative to 2012, also rated significantly below average at52. The Outer
Melbourne Metropoltan (56) and Inner Melbourne Metropolitan groups (55) rated the highest
andsignificantly higher than the State-wide average. Regional centresrated slightly above
averageat54. Overall, residents aged 65+(23%) and 18-34 (22%) were mostlikely to
believe the direction of Council hasimproved.
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Summary of Key Statewide Local Government Services
Index Score Results

Performance Measures erall 2012 | Overall 2013
OVERALLPERFORMANCE 60

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION

(Community consultation and engagement) =7
ADVOCACY 55
(Lobbying on behalf of the community)

CUSTOMER SERVICE 71
OVERALLCOUNCIL DIRECTION 52
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Summary of Key Statewide Local Government Services
Percentage Results
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KEY CORE MEASURE

OVERALL PERFORMANCE
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2013 Overall Performance - Detailed Percentages
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Background & Objectives

Welcometothe report ofresults and recommendations forthe 2013 Statewide Local Government
Services Survey for Victoria.

Eachyearthe State Govemment coordinates and auspicesthis Survey throughout Victorian Local
Govemmentareas. This coordinated approach allows for far more cost-sffective surveyingthan
wouldbe possible if Councils commissioned surveys individually.

Participation in the Statewide Local Goverment Survey is optional and participating Councils
havearange of choices asto the content ofthe questionnaire and the sample sizeto be
surveyed, depending on theirindividual strategic, financialand other considerations.

The main objectives ofthe survey are to assessthe performance of Victorian Councils acrossa
range of measures andto seekinsightinto ways to provide improved ormore effective service
delivery. The survey also provides Councilswith a meansto fulfl some of their statutory reporting
requirements aswellas actingas a feedbackmechanism forthe State Government





