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Introduction



The study

In 2019, the City of Rockingham designed and managed a Customer 
Satisfaction Survey to:
• Evaluate communication and engagement with the City
• Measure usage, importance and performance of selected services 

and facilities

Usage and importance was measured with a 5 point scale from 1 to 5.  
Performance was also measured with a 5 point scale, from 1 to 5 with 
point 6 intended to be an ‘unsure’ response^.  

In October, the City printed and distributed survey invitations to 4,000 
randomly selected households; 2,000 by post and 2,000 by email.  The 
online survey was programmed and hosted by the City of Rockingham.  
Residents were invited to complete the survey in hard copy or online by 
15 November 2019.  A prize draw was offered as an incentive to complete 
the survey.

658 responses were submitted, minimising the sampling error to ±3.81% 
@ 95% confidence interval.  Online data and hard copy responses were 
provided to CATALYSE® Pty Ltd for data entry, processing and analysis.  
An age and gender bias was corrected with weighting to match the 
general population based on the ABS Census.  Data was analysed using 
SPSS, an advanced statistical package. Where sub-totals add to ±1% of 
the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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^ Moving forward it is recommended that the questionnaire is updated so that ‘unsure’ 
is represented by the scale point 98 and that a vertical bar separates the 1 to 5 
performance response scale from the ‘unsure’ response to reduce ambiguity.  There is 
a risk that respondents rated performance on a 6 point scale from 1 to 6, using 6 to 
indicate high performance rather than unsure.  As unsure responses are excluded 
from performance analysis, response codes of 6 intended to mean high performance 
would have been removed from the analysis.  
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Rubbish 
collection and 
recycling

Parks, 
gardens and 
picnic areas

Sport and 
recreation 
centres and 
playing fields

Libraries

Moving forward the community would like the City of Albany 
to focus on xx key priorities:

1. Xx
2. Xx
3. Xx

Strategic overview
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Overall Performance

5 Year Trend* 
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The Net Promoter Score can        
range from -100 to +100.  A score   
of +16 is considered to be good            

in local government.

Performance is fairly steady                                    
(up 3% points).

Preferred way to deal with the City

*Average performance score is the average performance of all service areas measured in the Customer Satisfaction Survey

Preferred information channels

Over 80% of residents rate these services as 
performing “well” or “very well”.

Less than 60% of residents rate these 
services as performing “well” or “very well”.
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Likelihood of recommending the City of Rockingham as a place to live
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Q. How likely are you to recommend the City of Rockingham as a place to live?
Please give a rating out of 10, where 0 is not at all likely and 10 is extremely likely.
Base: All respondents, excludes ‘unsure’ and ‘no response’ (n = 572).
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.

Likelihood of recommending City of Rockingham
% of respondents

Variances across the community
Net Promoter Score
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This chart, shown in detail overleaf, maps performance 
(vertical axis) by importance (horizontal axis) by usage 
(bubble size).

The City of Rockingham is performing best in the most 
important and highest usage areas, including:
• Rubbish collection and recycling
• Parks, gardens and picnic areas 
• Local roads

There is greatest opportunity to enhance performance in 
the following areas:
• Attracting investment and supporting business
• Building approvals
• Town Planning approvals

Given the following facilities are performing well and are 
considered to be relatively important, there is opportunity 
to improve marketing of services and programs to 
increase usage:
• Libraries
• Sport and recreation centres and playing fields
• Community centres and public halls

Performance v Importance | services and facilities
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Performance v Importance | services and facilities
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Bubble size varies depending on usage

Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?                                      
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? 
Base: All respondents who provided a valid response.  Usage (n = varies), Importance (n = varies), Performance (n = varies).

1 Libraries
2 Local roads
3 Public toilets
4 Footpaths and cycleways

5 Parks, gardens and picnic areas (including 
foreshores)

6 Reserves and local street lighting
7 Boat ramps and jetties
8 Sport and recreation centres and playing fields
9 Community centres and public halls

10 Litter management
11 Graffiti vandalism management
12 Rubbish collection and recycling
13 Arts and cultural programs
14 Festivals and events
15 Building approvals
16 Town Planning approvals
17 Attracting investment and supporting business
18 Caring for the environment
19 Senior programs
20 Seniors facilities
21 Youth programs and facilities
22 Community safety programs
23 Dog and cat management
24 Fire management
25 Community health and wellbeing
26 Services for people with disability



In the City of Rockingham’s performance trends chart, 
detailed overleaf, the stand out improver in Window 2 is 
town planning approvals, followed by dog and cat 
management and public toilets.  Although performance 
scores are weaker (relative to other service areas), 
these areas have seen good improvements over the 
past 12 months.

Stronger performing areas in Window 1 that have 
improved over the past year include sport and 
recreation and community centres and public halls.

The main areas that have weaker performance scores 
and have scores that are declining in Window 4 are 
services for people with a disability, and attracting 
investment and supporting business.  Seniors facilities 
are sitting close to the border.

Other areas with weaker performance include litter 
management, community health and wellbeing, graffiti 
and vandalism management and festivals and events.

1

Performance trends | last 12 months
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Performance trends | last 12 months
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12Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? 
Base: All respondents who provided a valid response (n = varies).
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1 Libraries

2 Local roads

3 Public toilets

4 Footpaths and cycleways

5 Parks, gardens and picnic areas

6 Reserves and local street lighting

7 Boat ramps and jetties

8 Sport and recreation

9 Community centres and public halls

10 Litter management

11 Graffiti vandalism management

12 Rubbish collection and recycling

13 Arts and cultural programs

14 Festivals and events

15 Building approvals

16 Town planning approvals

17 Attracting investment and 
supporting business

18 Caring for the environment

19 Senior programs

20 Seniors facilities

21 Youth programs and facilities

22 Community safety programs

23 Dog and cat management

24 Fire management

25 Community health and wellbeing

26 Services for people with disability

27 Customer service
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Communication



Customer contact

Q. Have you had contact with the City within that last 12 months… Q. Was it (please tick one)?  
Note: respondents provided multiple responses.
Base: Respondents who have had contact with City over last 12 months, excludes no response (n = 656)
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past 12 months 57 62 62 72 64 
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Contact over the past 12 months
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65+ 
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21 26 22 30 20 20

4 5 4 4 4 7

6 1 4 2 3 6
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5 YEAR TREND



Customer service performance

Q. In your opinion, how well did the City deal with your interaction? 
Base: Respondents who have had contact with City over last 12 months, excludes no response.  
Overall (n = 415); Person (n = 104); Phone (n = 203); Email (n = 97)
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24
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Overall performance ratings
% of respondents

Well Fairly WellVery Well Poorly Very Poorly

Phone contact In person contact Email contact

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

76 81 77 78 76

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

85 85 85 83 87

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

72 74 70 69 72

% Well + Very Well % Well + Very Well % Well + Very Well

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Trend

% well + very well 79 82 78 75 78 

5 YEAR TREND



Preferred way of dealing with the City

Q. What is your preferred way of dealing with the City? (please tick one)
Base: Those who provided a valid response (n = 640)
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21 16 14 13 23 34
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1 3 2 1 2 3
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Residents mostly prefer to deal with the City via email or over the phone. 

Preference for email is highest among people aged 35 to 49 years and women. Preference for email is lowest among seniors.
Seniors have a stronger preference for in person contact.  

Overall, there is a downward trend in residents preferring to deal with the City over the phone and in person.

5 YEAR TREND



Preferred way to receive City news

Q. What would be your preferred method of finding out City news? (please tick one) 
Base: Those who provided a valid response (n = 645)
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Email newsletter

City Chronicle

Social media

Website

Newspaper

Rock Port

Monthly Council
meetings

Preferred Method 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Trend

30 29 31 36 37 =

36 38 33 25 27 =

11 17 19 20 16 =

13 17 15 10 11 =

24 21 17 14 9 

NA NA NA 1 4 =

1 1 1 1 0 =

18-
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64

65+ 
yrs

40 34 37 44 32 31

27 26 18 21 36 43

12 21 24 22 10 1

9 12 15 9 7 8

8 10 6 7 11 15

4 4 4 3 5 4

0 0 0 0 0 1

Residents would mostly prefer to receive City news through an email newsletter, followed by the City Chronicle.
• Preference for email newsletters is highest among people age 35 to 49 years.
• Preference for the City Chronicle is highest among those aged 50+ years.
• Preference for social media is highest among younger adults (18-49 year olds) and females.

Generally, there is a downward trend in residents who prefer to receive City news through a newspaper. 

5 YEAR TREND



20

80

Community consultation

18

Variances across the community
% of respondents who have shared their thoughts about a community consultation item in the past 12 months.

Q. Have you shared your thoughts about a community consultation item in the past 12 months?
Base: All respondents, excludes ‘no response’ (n = 637)

Have you shared your thoughts about a community 
consultation item in the past 12 months?
% of respondents

20% of respondents had shared their thoughts about a 
community consultation item in the past 12 months.

Residents of Safety Bay, Shoalwater and Rockingham, as well 
as people aged between 50 to 64 years were most likely to 
have engaged in community consultation.

People aged between 18 to 34 years and residents of Baldivis, 
Cooloongup, Hillman, Golden Bay, Singleton and Karnup were 
least likely to have engaged in community consultation.
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Usage and Importance



Local roads
Rubbish collection and recycling
Parks, gardens and picnic areas

Footpaths and cycleways
Caring for the environment

Reserves and local street lighting
Litter management
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Usage and importance trends | last 12 months

Usage Importance
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No areas have increasing usage.

Areas with increasing importance:

Festivals and events
Attracting investment and                             

supporting business
Community centres and public halls

Arts and cultural programs
Building approvals
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Areas with decreasing usage:

Litter management
Sport and recreation centres

and playing fields
Community health and wellbeing

No areas have decreasing importance.



Performance Scorecards
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Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 465)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.

Performance ratings
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Historical trends
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Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 558)
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Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 517)
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Footpaths and cycleways

26
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 551)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Parks, gardens and picnic areas (including foreshores)
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Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 542)
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Reserves and local street lighting

28
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 544)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Boat ramps and jetties

29
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 428)
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Sport and recreation centres and playing fields

30
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 485)
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Community centres and public halls

31
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 452)
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Litter management

32
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 508)
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Graffiti vandalism management

33
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 471)
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Rubbish collection and recycling

34
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 533)
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Arts and cultural programs

35
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 378)
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Festivals and events

36
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 486)
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Building approvals

37
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 288)
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Building approvals 
among respondents who have used building approvals before 

38
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: Building approvals users, excludes no response (n = 192)

Performance ratings
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Town planning approvals

39
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 273)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Town planning approvals 
among respondents who have used town planning approvals before 

40
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All town approval users, excludes no response (n = 134)

Performance ratings
% of respondents
Base: those who have used service before
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Attracting investment and supporting business

41
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 304)
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Caring for the environment

42
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 471)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Senior programs

43
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 324)
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Senior programs among seniors only (aged 65+)

44

Performance ratings
% of respondents
Base: respondents aged 65+ years

Historical trends

Well Fairly WellVery Well Poorly Very Poorly

To
ta

l

M
al

e

Fe
m

al
e

Ba
ld

iv
is

C
oo

lo
on

gu
p/

 
H

illm
an

G
ol

de
n 

Ba
y/

 
Si

ng
le

to
n/

 
Ka

rn
up

Po
rt 

Ke
nn

ed
y

R
oc

ki
ng

ha
m

Sa
fe

ty
 B

ay
 

/S
ho

al
w

at
er

Se
cr

et
 

H
ar

bo
ur

W
ai

ki
ki

W
ar

nb
ro

82 73 89 Insufficient sample for further analysis

Variances across the community
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Usage
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Importance
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Performance
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Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All 65+ respondents, excludes no response (n = 77)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Seniors facilities

45
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 319)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Seniors facilities among seniors only (aged 65+)

46
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All 65+ respondents, excludes no response (n = 74)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Youth programs and facilities

47
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 324)
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Community safety programs

48
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 348)
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Dog and cat management

49
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 391)
* Where sub-totals add to ±1% of the parts, this is due to rounding errors to zero decimal places.
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Fire management

50
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 394)
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Community health and wellbeing

51
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 381)
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Services for people with disability

52
Q. How often do you utilise the service or facility? Q. What importance do you place on the service or facility?
Q. How well does the City deliver the service or facility? Base: All respondents, excludes no response (n = 309)
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Other comments



Other comments

Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us?
Base: All respondents (n = 658). Chart shows responses mentioned spontaneously by 2% or more respondents.
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General postive comments

Provide better value from Council rates

Improve streetscapes (maintenance, tree pruning etc)

Maintain parks, gardens and picnic areas

Better management of parking

Better lighting in public places

Maintain and repair footpaths and cycleways

Address safety and security issues

Management of domestic animals (dogs and cats)

Improve waste collections (rubbish and recycling)

Better care for the environment

Improve community consultation and engagement

Maintain public toilets

Other comments

Nothing / No response

Some people (7%) offered positive comments, such as:

“I love living in Rockingham. Have been here 7 years. The parks and beach 
front are amazing. Maintenance of parks etc. is top notch. Kudos to all the 

hard-working staff. I always try to thank them when I see them out and about 
working hard. I really appreciate the amenities here. Lastly, I actually think 

my rates are good value for all the beautiful amenities and the way                
they are maintained.”

“The foreshore development is looking wonderful. Leave the bright colours.”

Others (6%) felt there was a need for better value:

“Rates are too high. Twice the rate of inflation every year is far too much, 
especially for residents in areas that are not benefiting like Safety Bay.”

“Yes don't put the rates up anymore! Leave them the                                        
same for at least 5 years.”

Around 5% mentioned streetscapes, such as:

“Management of trees on verge has not been looked after appropriately. 
Streets are rarely cleaned, I do this myself, unsure if this is ok to continue.”

“The attention to detail of the streets is very poor, clearing up rubbish more 
mulch. Planting of trees then they are just left.”

“The City needs to incentivize people to look after their verges, or the City 
needs to do it themselves.”

Is there anything else you would like to tell us?
% of respondents

54
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