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Purpose

To objectively assess resident
satisfaction with the delivery of City
services

To measure trends from 2009 to 2010

To gather input from residents to help
set budget priorities

To compare Austin’s performance with
other large cities

Methodology

Survey Description

included most of the questions that were asked in 2009
and a few new ones

Method of Administration

by mail and phone to a randomly selected sample of
households (in both English and Spanish)

sample was stratified to ensure the completion of at least
200 surveys in each of 6 areas

Sample included households with traditional Jand lines and
cell phones

each survey took approximately 15 minutes to complete

Sample size:

1,314 completed surveys

Confidence level: 95%

Margin of error: +/- 2.7% overall
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Demographics: Total Annual Household Income

by percentage of respondents

$150,000 or more

10%
Not provided °

9%

Under $20,000
12%
$80,000-$149,999
19%

$20,000-$39,999 g

20% $60,000-$79,999

13%

$40,000-$59,999
16%

Sotirce:  KTC Institute DirectionFinder (2010 - Atstin, TX) Good Hepresentation By |NCOME 5

Demographics: Are you Hispanic, Latino, or of other
Spanish ancestry?

by percentage of respondents

Not provided
3%

No

MRS | "64%
{*]

Good Representation By
Sourcer ITVC Institute DirectionFinder (2010 - Austin, TX) HISPANIC ANCESTRY B




Demographics: Age of Respondents

by percentage of respondents

35-44 years
19%
) 18-34 years
21%
45-54 years__ _ Not provided
21% 1%
F
65+
17%
55-64 years
21%

Source: ETC Institnre DirectionFinder (2010 - Anstin, TX) Good Hepresenlation By AGE

Demographics: Gender

by percentage of respondents

Source; ETC Institute DirecrionFinder (2010 - Austin, TX) Good Hepresentation By GENDER &




City of Austin
2010 Community Survey

Location of
Respondents

Bottom Line Up Front

e The City of Austin is Moving in the Right
Direction

* The City of Austin is Setting the Standard
for Other Large Cities

e Improvements to City Streets/Sidewalks
and Police Services should be the City’s
top overall priorities if the City wants to
see customer satisfaction ratings continue
to improve
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Major Findings: #1

Residents Generally Have a
Positive Perception of the City

11
Perception Residents Have of the City
by percentage of respondents{excluding don't knows)
Austin as a place to live 5322 ' 36% 8%3%
Qverall quality of life in the city 34523 J a47% | 13% B%
; T T ]
Austin as a place to raise children [3:3°5) ;B% 7 | 14%
Austin as a place to work 13758 ‘ _ ' 42% - 15% |6%
QOverali quality of services provided by the City | R | r 7 4IB% I 25“/: 10%
Austin as a place to retire 36523 28% 23% i 13%
Overall value for city tax dollass and fees | T8RS ' . 37% ) '30% 20%
Haw well Austin is planning growth | TEFB 7 26% 3% 31%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[I'—'Wery Satisfied {5} OSatistied {4) DNeutral {3) S Dissatistied (1/2) ]

) o . Most Residents Feel Good About Living in Austin,
Soyrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2010 - Austin, TX) but Thete Are Some Concerns About Growth




Overall Satisfaction With Various Aspects of
City Services by Major Category

by percentage of respondenis {gxcluding don't knows)

Austin-Bergstrom Intemational Aimport I 46% | 13% 4%
Qualily of drinking water services o | 44% [ 13% J8%
Quality of public salety services I 49% | 16% %
Qualtty of parks and rec programs/acilitics ] T 50% | 16% | 9%
Quality of wastewater services 2553 J 45% i 19% |8%
Quality of City fibraries | 3% | 20% [rd
Quality of electric services 305 ] 43% I 17% |10%
Overall management of stormwater runcfl | 5% ] - 46% l 28% [1 1%
Quality of municipal court services | D I‘—‘ . 9% | 32% I 13%
Austin's overall effectiveness of communication : | 31% f 16%
Overali maintenance of City streets and sidewalks K - [ 26% [ 8%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% T00%

) OIDissatisfied (1/2)

Major Findings: #2

Overall Satisfaction with
City Services Is Generally
the Same Throughout the City




Satisfaction with the OVERALL gquality of services provided by the City

L -
/

While There Are
Some Differences for
Specitic Services,
Overall Satisfaction
With City Services
Is the Same in Most

Parts of the City
LEGEND 3

h & 5-point scale, where:

- 1.0-1.8 Very Dissatisfied

[ 1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

| 2634 Neusl
[ 3.0-4.2 satisfied
I +.2-5.0 Very Satisfied
w Other [no responses)

2010 City of'Austin Community Survey

Shading refletts The masan raing fol M 1espondents by ZIP Code {merged as necded)

Major Finding #3

Satisfaction Levels in the
City of Austin Are
Higher than the
National Average




Benchmarking Communities
(over 250,000 population)
& Arlington County, VA @Miami-Dade County, FL
@ Arlington, TX @Minneapolis, MN
® Austin, TX QQklahoma City, OK
O Dallas, TX QProvidence, Rl
Q@ Denver, CO @San Antonio, TX
@ Des Moines, IA Q@San Bernardino County, CA
@ Detroit, Mi Q'San Diego, CA
@ Durham, NC QSeattle, WA
& Fort Lauderdale, FL (@St Louis, MO
@ Fort Worth, TX QTempe, AZ
@ Houston, TX QTulsa, OK
Q Indianapolis, IN @Fucson, AZ
@ Johnson County, KS @Wichita, KS
@ Kansas City, MO @Yuma County, AZ
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Perceptions of the City
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satislied"

National Comparisons

'Overall quality of services provided by the City

‘The City as a place to raise children

fThe City as a place to live

vaBrall quality of life in the city

‘The City as a place to work

'Overall value that you raceive for your city taxes

The City as a place to retire

How well the City is planning growth

0% 20% 40% 60% B0% 100%
IDNationaI avg for citias with pop. »250,000 ERAustin I

!

Significantly Higher: Significantly Lower:



Satisfaction with Major Cateqories of City Services
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied"

National Comparisons
ﬁo\reraﬂ quality of customer service

%verall effectiveness of communication by the City

fEeTyeaboveinational average s

Qverall quality of drinking water s

éOveraI! quality of parks/recreation

Overall guality of city libraries

%('Jverall management of stormwater runoff g

Overall quality of wastewater services prrome

%Overa!l maintenance of city streets and sidewalks |z

Overall quality of municipat court services

Overall quality of public safety services

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
ICINa:ionaI avg for ¢itias with pop. >250,000 E3Austin |

Source: ETC dnariniee DivectionFinder (2010} Final Resilis

Satisfaction with Public Safety Services
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-peint scale
where 5 was "very satisfied”

National Comparisons

Entorcement of local traffic laws

%Ove rall quality of fire services

%Overall quality of police services

89%
Timeliness of Fire response to emergencies
89%

@Speed of emergency police response

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
EJNational avyg for cities with pop. >250,000 & Austin |

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2016) Final Results




Feeling of Safety in the City
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or § on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "strongly agree”

National Comparisons :

83%

1 feel safe in my neighborhoed during the day
86%

} feel safa In my neighborhood at night

| leel safe In city parks

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
CINational avg for cities with pop. »250,000 B Austin ]

3]
Sourcer ETC Institite DireetionFinder {2010) Final Resiit

Satisfaction with Maintenance Services
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by parcentage of respendents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied”

National Comparisons

% Condition of streets in neighberhoods

Conditien of major city strests

Enforcement of local codes and crdinances

Condition of sidawalks in neighborhoods

é Traffic flow on major city streets

0% 20% 40% B80% B0% 100%
]DNationaI avyg for cities with pop. »250,000 BAustin l

22
Sowrce: ETC Instituwte DirectienFinder (2610} Final Resulrs




Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities

by perceniage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied”

National Comparisons

Quality of youth athletic programs offered by City

@Number of watking/biking trails g
ﬁ Number of city parks

@(Jverall satisfaction with city swimming pools

%Appearance of park grounds in Austin ;

Quality of outdoor athletic fields

Quality of adult athletic programs offered by City

Quality of park facilities

0% 20% )% 60% B0% 100%
[CNational avg for cities with pop. >250,000 B Austin ] 23
Saurce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2010} Final Residlty
Satisfaction with Neighborhood Services
Austin vs. Large U.S. Cities
by percentage of respondents who rated the itern as a 4 or 5 on a 5-poini scale
where 5 was "very satisfied”
Natlonal Comparisons
%' Cleantiness of city streets and public areas
ual‘zty of residential curbside recycling services
@Bulky item pick-upfremoval services
Quality of residential garbage collection
Quality of residential yard waste collection

1 1

52% |

Household hazardous waste disposat service | |

51% |

1 |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
|DNalionaI avg for cities with pop. »250,000 EJAustin I
24
Somrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2010) Final Residts




Selected Head-to-Head
Comparisons

25

QOwverail Satistaction With Parks and Recreation - 2010

by percentaga of respondants who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale
xClug]

Central US Large City Regional Banchmarks

100%

80% | =~ PO === === mmmmmme - mem e sy~ T -
7/9 N 70% 71_‘% 70% 70% - .
‘ M ean [] 8% 6% 0 [1 1) oo%

60% F1--1-1--m-1F M- 254 b -1 oo ---- -se% -l - []-

52% soo

40°/ﬂ L -} - p— - p—— - -— - l-= - S— - - - _- -

20% [ =A== - - -R-

0%

0,; S “"yfi* ,a“‘; f; LSS

Source: ETC Instivure Directiontinder {200 0) Final Resuits
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Overall Satisfaction With Public Safety - 2010

by peicentage of respondents whe rated the ltem as a 4 of 5 on a 5-point scale
excluding don't kKNows

Central US Large City Begional Benchmarks

100%
84% goe,
80% L _.__T19% M _~r 31.3/1___79"/_9 ______________ Ji% - - ]
71% 7@:/:.58 F r M 70% 71% f
1 - o 85% gas I g
60% FH1-Hi-1F-1-41 -1 1-22- 13- -[]- T se | |- i} - B
i
-
20% -1 A - - H -1 -B-
20% FEA-AE-L R -
0% :
T I N AV I R Rt R
& F e T F f;g#dff.F & IS
£ 7 S F ST L
&

Sotrce: ETC Insiine DirectionFinder {2010} Final Results

a7

Overali Satisfaction With City Communications - 2010

by percentage o} respontents who rated the Rem as a 4 of 5 on a 5-point scale
excluding gon't knows

Central US Large City Regional Benchmarks

70%

60% [~ s - -—----- 6% 56% ST T T 6% - T T

50% 48% J - |-F-ld--- e === L de

40% FII -1 *35%-‘"3@;"_"“‘ - 87% B
30% F{f-4t-4t-1 -1 -1 -1
20% Hl|-4b-1F-1-b-A -1 -4 -4

10% =A== - AL

0%

& éo & «y‘ « ﬁ\ & & & ‘9‘\ '\'
d“q‘sd“..é’w & ﬁe&é\fi\oj:rﬁfj@y éd@p

Source: ETC Institate DirectionFinder (2019) Fingl Reswlts
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Overall Satisfaction With Code Enforcement - 2010

by percentage of respondents wha raled the jtem as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scaie
extl E

Central US L srge City Reqgional Benchmarks

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Sonrce- ETC lastitute DirectionFinder (2040) Final Resulls
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Overall Satisfaction With Maintenance - 2010

by parcentage of respondents wha rated the item &s a 4 or 5 on & 5-point scale

exciuding don't kagwsg
Central US Large City Reqglonal Benchmarks
3
60% I

50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

PN

0%

Sourcer ETC Istitute DirectionFinder {2010) Final Resutes
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Comparison to a Range
of Performance

31

Perceptions Residents Have of the City
in Which They Live - 2010

by patcentage of respondants wh rated the iiant as a 4 ¢r 5 on a 5-point acate (gxcluding don't knows)

Direction Finder Benchmarks - Citles w/popuiation » 250,000 only ) Austin, TX
I

Overall quality ot tite In the Clty | [Ew 3 §0% 1% 81%

1
1
1
1
i
i
i
i
|
|

49%

1
1
1
1
{
I
I
I
I
I
|
Cverall value received for city tax dollars 28% O 159%
[ I
1 T 1
1 ] 1
| ] i
: I
* i

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% i00%
ow MEAN——HIGH

L
Source; ETC Institute DireciiunFinder { Y010) Final Resufis
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Satisfaction with Public Safety Services

by percentage of raspondants who rated the itam as & 4 or 5 on a 5-point scaErdiuding don't knowh
Direction Finder Benchmarks - Cities w/population > 250,000 onfy Austin, TX
T T

I
I

88%
Overall quality of fire services 73% m P8% °

T
|
|
1
1
1
I
1
1
3
i

QOverall quallty of pollce services

Enforcement of local tratfic laws

9%| O |81% | 0%

| N U

0% 20% 40% 60% BO%  100%

LOWrrr e - MEAN- HIGH
Sawrce: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (20104 Final Results

Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services

by percentaga of respondents who rated the itemn as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale { excluding don't knows )

Dirgction Einder Benchmarks - Cltiog w/population > 250,000 only O Austin, TX
T T T T

|4z TTI79% 70%
I I 1 1
1 1 1 1

136% L T7% 77%

1

NRumber of walking/blking tralls 2I9‘3{, A1% 69%

1 1 ] H

|

Ay
Overall satfsfaction with city swimming pools 22%{I II ) 183% 57%
'

!
| | ! 1
Quallty of outdoor athletic flolds 1‘32% :I;ﬂ 64% :
!
Quallty of youth athletic programs 22%‘ :::Dj 61% : 52%
i [ ] :
s
:
i

Quality of adult athletic programs 27% l:,.J-r[D 54%

9% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

LOW MEAN. HIGH
Svurce: ETC Institure DirecrienFingder (2018) Firal Resulis

Appearance of park grounds in Ausiin

Number of city parks

59%

48%




Satisfaction with Maintenance Services

by percentage af respondents who rated the #em as a 4 or 5 on a S-point scale ( excluding don't knowg)
Direction Finder Benchmarks - Citlas wipopulation > 250,000 only ) Austin, TX

Condition of major city atreets 21% 65% 53%

Condition of streets in neighhorhoods

68%: 60%

o
-
®

|
1
1
|
1

| L
4% 20%  40%  60%  80% 100%

LOW———MEAN HIGH
Sonrce: ETC Insiiiwie Directianinder (2010} Final Resulls
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Major Findings: #4

Satisfaction With Most City
Services Has Increased While
the National Average Has
Decreased

36




: Overall Combosite Customer Satisfaction Index
' 2009 vs. 2010

{Base Year 2009=100) I
[

! 110
J ,
I
\ 102 :
100 T 100 100 ]
100 |- o e ey s .
E |
95
| |
‘r
90 -

Large Cities (250K+}

! Austin’s Results MHave Improved Significantly While

the National Average Has Declined o T e

Austin U.8. Average

QOverall Satisfaction With Various Aspects of City
Services by Maior Cateqory - 2009 and 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale  {excluding don't knows)

Austin-Bergstrom Intemational Airport §
Quality of drinking water services j§

Quality of public safety services

Quality of parks and rec programs/acilifies r
Quaiity of wastewater services I

Quality of City libraries §

CQuatity of efectric senvices §

tOveraii management of stormwater runoff §

Quality of munigipal court services j§

overall effectiveness of commusiication

s

Overalt maintenance of City streets and sidewalks g :
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

- Querall satisfaction improved in 7 of 11 major arcas

Significant Increases: Significant Decreases:{




si%
86%

Residents Generally Feel Safer

Significant Increases: Significant Decreases:-.

Perceptions of Public Safety and Security
2009 and 2010
by percentage of respondents who rated the itern as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale  {excluding don't knows)
| feel safe in my neighborhood during the day
' T : *
78%
| feel safe walking alone downtown during the day 1
:79%
1
89% !
1 feei safe in my neighborhood at night !
T1% :
1
63% !
) teel safe in city parks '
65% '
} | ] 1
0% | ! !
[ feei safe watking alone downiown al night | t 1
3% 1 1
1 I [
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
2009 02010

Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Public Safety by
Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the itern as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale {excluding dont knows)

Owverall lity of fi i 87%
erall qualiy of lire services
quality 88
) . ar%
Timeliness of Firg response ta emergency focation _-I P
-l
y \ 86%
Timeliness of EMS response to emergency location .y
o
Medical ist ided by EMS a7
cal assistance provide
adi p o
71%!
Overall quality of police services [
75%
z ]
] B8% |
Speed of emergency police response
72%

'Ei t of local tralfic | o |
orcemant of local trafhic faws
niereeme ' 60% |

0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Residents Are Generally More Satisfied with

Public Safety Services 2009 02010
Significant Increases: Significant Decreases:|\




Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Maintenance and
Appearance by Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percentage of respondants who rated the iter as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale  {gxctuding don't knows)

Condition of streets in your neighberhood
Condition of major city streets

Condition of sidewalks in your neighborhood
Pedestrian accessibility ;

Timing of traffic signals on city streets
Enforcement of local cedes and ordinances
Bicyele accessibility

Tratfic flow on major city streets

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Ratings of Maintenance and Appearance 2009 E2010

Have Stay About the Same

Significant Increases: Significant Decreases:

Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Environmental
Services by Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percentage of respondents whao rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale {excluding don't knows}

65%

Water Conservation programs within Austin 8
66%

67%
Energy Gongervalion program {
85%

63%
Fleod control etforts

66%

' The water quality of lakes and sireams r.

Water and wastewater utility response time to emer §

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

2009 E2010
[

Significant Decreases:\

Perceptions of Water Quality Have lmproved

Significant Increases:




Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Recreation and
Cultural Services by Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percantage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale  (excluding don't knows)

Cleanliness of library facilities :;g;%
Number of ¢ity parks 4-4‘;%
Library programs ?734‘3?
75%

Overall quality of parks and recreation programs P e
Materials at lirarios [ODNIUO| £ | 1. :

Appearance of gark grounds i Austin o
Numbar of walking/biking tralis 8%,

Quality of autdocr athletic fields P e \5590';."

Safety in city parks and park facilities P =~ %3'4&
ST R T —————e s 9%2%
'Qua!ity of fagilities at city parks | —— -2
Overall satisfaction with city swimming poois 52%
Satistaction with aquatic programsg e ==, 5“353?
Quality of youth athietic programs [ . ‘:’8%
Quality of adult atnletic programs g 53%1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Recreation and Cultural Services m2009 2010

Generally Rated Lower

Significant Increases: Significant Decreases.

Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Residential and
Neighborhood Services by Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percentage of respondents who rated the itern as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (exchiding don't knows)

ashs
7%
82%
B3
82%
B82%
81%
81%
%
T8%
71% |

73%

72%|

%!

6%
67%

W

Raliability of your electric servica

|

Quatty of rasidantial curbside recycling sarvices

Quality of residential garbage callection

|

Safety of your drinking watar

|

Quakity of residential yard waste collesticn

Bulky item pick-up/removal services

|

|

Clsanliness of your neighberhood

|

Cleanliness of city streets and public areas

S2% |

1

1

Household hazardous waste disposal servica 51% 1 :
1

1

|

Code enfarcamant of weed lots, abandoned 45%
vehicles, gratfiti and dilapidated buildings 47%
% 20% 40% 80% 80%

2009 12010
Significant Increases: Significant Decreases:\‘

b

|

Neighborhood Services Generally Rated Higher




Composite Customer Satisfaction Indices !
by Department/Area: 2009 vs. 2010 |
|

(Base Year 2009=100)

t Maintenance and Appearance Index

Public Safety Index M

Environmentat Services Index

Recreation and Cultural Services Index

MNeighborhood Services Index

! Customer Service Index o

105 110

m2009 32010 i

Overall: Most City Services Have improvaed During the Past Year

Significant Increases: : Significant Decreases::




Priorities for Investment

+ Importance-Satisfaction (I-S) Analysis was performed to
assess the potential impact that investments in various city
services would have on overall satisfaction with city services
over the next 1-2 years

« |-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the percentage of
respondents who selected an item as one of their top priorities
by 1 minus the percentage of respondents who indicated they
agreed with a statement about the issue

* By emphasizing improvements in areas where the level of
satisfaction is relatively low and the perceived importance of
the service is relatively high, the City will be more likely to
cause positive change in overall satisfaction with City services
over the next two years .

Iimportance-Satisfaction Rating

Austin, TX
OVERALL
most Importance-
Most Impoartant Satiafacilon,  Satisfaction 15 Rating
Category of Service tmportant % Rank Satistastion % Rank Rating Rank
High Prigrty {IS .10-.20}
Overail maintenance of City streats and sidewalks 36% 3 46% " 0.1977 1
Quality of public safety services 83% 1 78% 3 01815 2 i
Medium Priority (IS <. 10}
Quality of drinking water sesvicaes 46% 2 7% 2 0.0954 3
Quality of electric services 3% 4 73% 7 0.0840 4
Quality of parks and rec programs/facilities 23% 5 T5% 4 0.0570 5
Austin's overall effectiveness of communication 12% 7 53% 10 0.0536 6
Quality of City libraries 17% 6 73% 6 0.0459 7
Quality of wastewater services 12% B8 73% ] 0.0307 8
Quality of municipal court services 7% 10 55% =] 0.0305 g
Overali management of stormwater runoff 6% L} 61% 8 0.0225 0
Austin-Bergstrom Intemational Airport 7% 9 B4% 1 0.0120 1
Note: The i-S Rating Is calculated by multlplying the “Most Important” % by {1-'Satlataction’ %)
Most Important %: The "Mos! imperrant’ percentaga reprmasnts tha swn of e hrst, 3acond, and thind
Mast MMPARANT rpspanaas 10f gach iflem. Faspondants wars asked 1 «anbty
e Hams thay thought wers Ihe mast impanant lor he City 1o provide.
Satlstaction %: The “Saksiaction” parcentage reprasenta the sum o tha @INGs "4 and *5” exchring 'don't knowa *

Feapondents renked meir level of gadatechon with the sach of he nems on 4 scaie.

Overalil Priorities:



2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Qverall-

e ——
(points on tha graph show dev iations from the mean tmportence and satlsi aclion ratings given by respondenis to the survey )

mean importance

Exceeded Expectatigns Continued Emphasis
lower Inportanceh gher satstachon Mgher imporancetig het savstston

#Austin-Bergstrom Imarnational Alrport

Quality of electric sarvices
= Quallty of garksandTet pranrqm‘r"ﬂléi ““““““ Quallty of public safety sarvices;

F4 #Guatity u‘l’c‘llyllbrlrlel rd
Quality of wastew ater services

#Overall management of siormw pier runoh

)uality of municipal count sarvices
#Austin's overall affectiveness of
communication

mean satistaction

‘g;eralt maintenance of City streets and sldewal
rtunities for Improvement

Lees Important
lower imporincatiower salistacion

Importance Rating
Source: E'1C Instliuke (20105 -
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating

Austin, TX
Maintenance and Appearance
Most Most lmportance-
. P Important Important Gailainction - Satisfaction k5 Rating
Category of Service . % Rank  Satiatsction % Rank Rating Rank
Veory High Prierty {IS >.20}
Teaific flow on major city streels 51% 2 2% -] 0.3688 t
Condition of major clity streats S8% 1 . 5% 2 0.2656 2z
High Priority (1S 1020} . )
Timing of tratic signals on city straets K] " A% 5 0.1507 3
iria ; - L% 4 q.1a82 1
3] 60% - 04320 5
6 48%- 3 0.1248 8
Enlorcement ol local Godes aRd ordinances 7 44 [ 0.1158 7
8 42% 7 .1021 8

Bicytle accessibility

by (1+-'Satistaction' %)

Tha Most Impértant™ pérmentage represtnis the sum of tha s, sacord, and furd
0] mrfporkint rosporises kor 8¢H terd. Rospondants ware agked o idanily
1he Hars tey Mol Werd Tha Mot Imparani tor the City to prowidd

" PATGRNtAQS repIRANty tha S of t tatngs *4" and '5” exciuding ‘dan' knows.'
Respondanty fanked e level of SALSIACYEN with T sach of the gy on & scale
g very Satbid and 1 buing very dissanshed.

Satisfactlon %:

Mainten e and Appearance Priorities:



mean importance
\Exceeded Fxpectations. - - - ___ | _____._._.__
Jower ITpOrk T ahag her satstaction
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-Maintenance and Appeatance-

{points on the graph show dev iatiens from the mean impertanca and satisaction iaiings given by respondents to Ihe survey)
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating

Austin, TX
Public Safety Services
Maost Most imporiance-
important  Important Satlsfaction Satlstaction  Satisfaction S Rating

Category of Service % Rank Rank Rating Rark
High Priority {IS .10-.20'
Overall quality of polica services 44% 1 74% 5 0.1150 1

ium Prigrl <1
Speed of emergency paiice response 30% -4 2% 8 0.0833 2
Medica! assistance provided by EMS 25% 4 86% 4 0.0354 3
Enforcement of local traflic kaws B% 7 60% 7 0.0332 4
Overall quality of fire services 28% 3 88% 1 £.0329 5
Timeliness o! Fire rasponse 1o emergency jocation 19% 5 28% 2 0.0232 ]
Timeliness o} EMS response to emergency lacation 18% [} 7% 3 0.0230 7

Note: The I-5 Rating is calculated by multiplying the “Most Important" % by {1-'Satisfaction’ %)

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

The “Mast Important” percentage reprasents the sum of the st and second

mast impariant responses jor each tem. Aespondents were askad to idemty
the tems they thaught were Iha most impartant for the City to provide,

The "Satstaction” percentage represents 1he sum of the ratings "4 and ‘5" exchudng ‘don't knows *

Public Safety Priorities:




2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Public Safety Services-

{points on the graph show dav iations frem the mean importancae and salisfaction ralings given by respondents 1o the survey)

mear importance

Exceeded Expectations Continued Emphasis
iower importancefhigher satistacuion hgher imporarcetigher sasstaction
Timetiness of Fire response to
o emergency location
== S
'og Timeliness of EMS response.t"-’ . +#Ovaerall quality of fire services
o to emergency location
g Medicai assistance provided by EMS
=
(2]
8 Overall quality of police service
.:T‘n‘ | #Speed of emergency police response
R e e T
44}
| __ _ poforcementof local traffic laws _ _ _ _ _ | _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ ______________
Less impartant Opportunities for Improvement
ng%a—agm Dgher inportanceons salslacton
Lowcrinporiancd Importance Rating g :
Sourcer ETC Institute $2010) 53
Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Environmental Services
Host Most Imponance-
fmportant  Imporians Satlstaction  Satistaction 1S Rating
Category of Service % Rank  Satlsfaction % Rank Rating Rank
High Prigrity (¢35 ,10+,2D)
Water and wastewaler utility response time 1o emergancies . 36% 2 60% 5 0.1432 1
The water quakly of iakes and streams 37% 1 62% 4 0.1387 2
Watar Conservation programs within Austin I5% 3 £66% 1 D.1221 3
Energy Conservation program 3% 4 66% 2 01121 4
Medium Priorlty {IS < 10)
Fiood contral efforts 27% 5 65% 3 0.0949 5
Note: The I-S Rating s calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1-'Satlstaction’ %)
Most iImportant %: The "Most inpeHant” percentags represants the sum of the firsl, second, and third
mosl impertant responses for sach dem. Respondents were asked W identdy
tha #tems thay thaught wera the mosi imporiant for tha Giy to provide,
Satisfaction %: The “Satslacton” percentage represents the sum of !he ratngs “4* and ™5" excheding 'don't knows."

Respondents rankad thair iavel of satisfaction weh tha sact: of the fems on a scale
of 110 § wath “5 baing very tatsfied and *1° being vary dasatishied.




2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Environmental Services-

{points on the graph show deviakions from the mean fmportance and satistaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean Importance
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. Ensrgy Conservation program g s
“Piocd control efforts . M{ur Consarvation programs within Ay

sTha water quality of lakes and
streams

sWater and wastewater utllity
_______ wapanse tima 1o amargencles ~
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Recreational and Cultural Services
WMoa1 Moat Importance-

IMpottant  trportant Satistaction  Sallataction 5 Rating
Category ! Sarvice . % Rank  Satistaction % Hank Aating Rank
High Priority (IS ,10-20}
Salety In city parks and park faciities 36% 1 59% 9 0.1472 1 «
Medium Priorty {IS <,10)
Quatity of youth athletic programs 17% 8 52% 14 0.0820 2
Overall quaiity of parks and recreation programs. 28% 2 T1% 4 0.0812 3
Quality of facikties at city parks 15% g 59% 11 0.0627 4
Materials af liprarigs 21% 4 1% 5 0.0617 £
Appearance of park grounds in Austin 0% 5 T0% [ 0.0601 6
Number of walking/biking trails 19% 3] 69% r 0.0580 7
Overall satistaction with city swirnming pools 13% 11 57% 12 0.0578 B
Mumber of tity parks. 24% 3 76% 2 0.0574 9
Litwary hours 14% 10 59% 10 0.0571 19
Library programs 18% 7 TR% 3 0.0486 1"
Quality of adult athletic programs % 12 4B% 15 0.0258 12
Quality of quidoar athlatic fislds 6% 14 60% 8 0.0242 13
Cieanhness of ibrary facilities 6% 13 79% 1 0.0129 14
Satisfaction with aguatic programs 2% 15 S54% 13 0.0088 15
Note: The IS Rating is calculated by multlplving the “Most Important” % by {1-'Satislaction* %)
Masgt important %: Tha “Most Inponznt® pescantage represenits the sum of the first, second, and thid

MOEt imponant rasponasa for sach pem. Respondants wera asked 1o identty

the items they thought were the most impartant for the City lo proveda.
Satisfaction %: Tha *Setsfaction” percentage redrasants the sum of tha mings “4* and 8" axtuding ‘don't knows."

Fespondents rankad their lavet of saugtaction with the each of tha llsms on a scalo

Recreation and Cultural Services Priorities:




2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix
-Recreational and Cultural Services-

(pants on the graph show dov iations from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents 10 the survey)

mean importance

Exceeded Expectations Continued Emphasis
|owey nportancetigher satistaction hgher iImpartancerhigher satistaction
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% Overall satistacton with cltys?” E
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Less important Opportunities for Improvement
lower ipartanceioser satistaction higher imporance’ioser satistacton
imporiance Rating Higher Importanc iy
Soure: ETC Inslitute {2010)
Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Residential and Neighborhood Services
Masgt Moat Importance-
Imporianl  kmperiant Satisfaction  Satlefaciion  1-S Rating
Category of Service “ Rank  Satisfaction % PRank Rating Bank
Hich Priority (1§ 19-20}
Code enforcemant of weed lols, abandongd vehichs, gratin & ddapidared butidngs 28% 4 47% 10 01517 1
Sataty of your denkang Water 54% t 1% 4 0021 2
Mediym Prior|ty (IS <10
Cleaniness of city Streets and public arsas 28% ] 67% a 0.0924 3
Quality of rasidential garbagd collaction 43% 2 82% 3 0.0771 4
Househokf hazardgis wa st disposal servics 13% 8 51% g 0.0816 5
Rehatiity of your electric senvice 3% 3 7% 1 0.0516 B
Cleaniags ol your neighbomood 17% 7 % 7 0.0493 7
Qualty of rasidential curhiside recyefing sanvices 21% 6 B3% 2 00357 a
Butky tem pick-upracnoval senvicas. 9% 9 73% [ 0.0253 ]
Curahty of resdential vard waste coflaction 5% 10 8% .5 0.0125 10
Note: Tha 1§ Flating Is caiculated by mutiplying the “Most Important* % by {1-Satistaction %}
Most Important %: - The Mos! important” parcentage Mg esents the sum of th sl sscond, and Firg
o Tor #ach ham wr asked ko denlly
e iemg Bety Thaught wes e tha mos1ImpGraat o he Oy 16 provida
Satlstaction %: The *Sabstachon” percaniags mpresonts e sum of e rabngs "4* ang "5 exchutng don'l knows
Rexpondents rankad the iowe! gl saksfacten with e esch of he Hams on & soale
R o 110 B.%HR *5" boing viry Eattehed and 1" boiy very desatisied

Residential and Neighborhood Services Priorities:
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« Austin is setting the standard for customer serwce !
among large U.S. cities
— Overall Satistaction with City Services Rated 18% above the
national average
— The City rated above the national average for large cities in 39 of
the 40 services that were assessed

* The City is moving in the right direction
‘ — Austin improved while the national average declined significantly

-+ In order to continue moving in the right direction the

City should emphasize improvements in:
. - maintenance of city streets and sidewalks
I — police services i
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