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• Jo 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

• 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 land 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 4



Demographics: Total Annual Household Income
by percentage of respondents

$150,000 or more

Nol provided
9%

10%

Under $20,000
12%

$20,000-339,999
20%

$40,000-$59,999
16%

$80,000-$! 49,999
19%

$60,000-$79,999
13%

Source: KTC Institute DirectianFimler 12010 -Aiutin. TX) Good Representation By INCOME

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

by percentage of respondents

Not provided
3%

Yes
33%

No
"64%

Source: I'I'C Institute Directimil-'inder (20/0 - Austin. TX)

Good Representation By
HISPANIC ANCESTRY



Demographics: Age of Respondents
by percentage of respondents

35-44 years
19%

45-54 years_
21%

-34 years

_ Not provided
1%

55-64 years
21%

Sourer: ETC Institute Directionfinder (2UIO - Attslin. TX> Good Representation By AGE

Demographics: Gender
by percentage of respondents

Male
48%

Female
52%

Source: ETC Institute Directionfinder (2()I()-Austin, TX) Good Representation By GENDER



City of Austin
2010 Community Survey

Location of
Respondents

Good Representation By LOCATION

Bottom Line Up Front

The City of Austin is Moving in the Right
Direction
The City of Austin is Setting the Standard
for Other Large Cities
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

n

Perception Residents Have of the City

SD& 47%

38%

by percentage of res pond ems {excluding don't knows)

Austin as a place to live

Overall quality ol life in the city

Austin as a place to raise children

Austin as a place to work

Overall quality of services provided by the City

Austin as a place to retire

Overall value lor city tax dollars and fees

How well Austin is planning growth

36%

13%

14% B%

42% 15%

48% 25% 10%

S3& 28% 23% 13%

.37% 30% 20%

26% 31% 31%

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

[gyery Satisfied (5) aSalisfied (4) QNeutral (3) dDissatisfied (1/2)

Source: ETC Institute Directionfinder (2010 - Austin, TX)
Most Residents Feel Good About Living in Austin,

but There Are Some Concerns About Growth



Overall Satisfaction With Various Aspects of
City Services by Major Category

by percentage of respondents (excluding tigrVt knows)

Austin-Bergstram International Airport

Quality of drinking water services

Quality of public safety services

Quality of parks and rec programs/facilities

Quality of wastewater services

Quality of City libraries

Quality of electric services

Overall management of stormwater runoff

Quality of municipal court services

Austin's overall effectiveness of communication

Overall maintenance ot City streets and sidewalks

gggi J 46%
83& j 44%

aijia 48%
ess | ; 50%
8@& (' 45%

SEES 43%

SJSfe 43%

fl|E& 46%

fl0®> .. 39%

®& j?; t '"•' 40%

13% ^

13%

16%

16%

8%

7%

9%

19% [ 8%

20%

| 17%

28%

32%

31%

7%

0%

1 11%

| 13%

16%

tE^i!i)l|!;';|36% 25% [ 28%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

jaVery Satisfied (5) dSatisfied (4) EJNeutral <3)_PDjs_sajjsfje_d_(l/2)

Witfrthe Exception of the Maintenanc&ofOity Streets and Sidewalks,:-

iEewerthari:20%.oi;those Surveyed were DLSsatisiieo.wimAnv:oTLlhe,Maior_City.S_ervicesiThalWefe Rated;

Major Findings: #2

Overall Satisfaction with

City Services Is Generally
the Same Throughout the City
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Satisfaction with the OVERALL quality of services provided by the City

While There Are
Some Differences for

Specific Services,
Overall Satisfaction
With City Services
Is the Same in Most

Parts of the City

LEGEND

• 1.0-1.3 Very Dissatisfied

1.8-2.6 Dissatisfied

j ] 2.6-3.4 Neutral

f I 3.4-4.2 Satisfied

4.2-5.0 Very Satisfied

Other (no responses)

2010 City of Austin Community Survey
Shadng icflecte Ihe mean rAbng to A* icapowleru by TIP Code {merged as needed!

Major Finding #3

Satisfaction Levels in the
City of Austin Are
Higher than the

National Average
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Benchmarking Communities
(over 250,000 population)

0) Arlington County, VA
0) Arlington, TX
Q) Austin, TX
0) Dallas, TX
0) Denver, CO
O Des Moines, IA
0) Detroit, Ml
0) Durham, NC
0) Fort Lauderdale, FL
0) Fort Worth, TX
0) Houston, TX
O Indianapolis, IN
0) Johnson County, KS
0) Kansas City, MO

CJMiami-Dade County, FL
(^Minneapolis, MN
OOklahoma City, OK
OProvidence, Rl
0)San Antonio, TX
Q)San Bernardino County, CA
OSan Diego, CA
OSeattle, WA
QSt. Louis, MO
OiTempe, AZ
OTulsa, OK
Q)Tucson, AZ
(Wichita, KS
0)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 satisfied"

NationaLComparisons

Overall quality of services provided by the City

ho City as a place to raise children

^r^ne City as a place to live

Overall quality of life in the city

The City as a place to work

Overall value that you receive for your city taxes

The City as a place to retire

How well the City is planning growth
P^™

20% 40% 60% 80%

|nNational avg for cities with pop. >25Q.QOO •Austin

100%

18

Sianificantlv Hiaher: Sianificantlv Lower:



Satisfaction with Major Categories 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

j^^-Overall quality of customer service

Overall effectiveness of communication by the City

Overall quality of drinking water

|gj Overall quality of parks/recreation

Overall quality of city libraries

Bi Overall management of stormwater runoff

Overall quality of wastewater services

[Overall maintenance of city streets and sidewalks

Overall quality of municipal court services

Overall quality of public safety services

70%,

75%

62%
70%,

74%
137%

46% i
. 152%

0% 20% 40% 60%

ICHNalional avg for citias with pop. >250,000 EBAustin

Source: ETC Institute DirectionFinder (2010) Final Results

100%
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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-point scale
where 5 was "very satisfied"

National Comparisons

Enforcement of local traffic laws

Overall quality of fire services

Overall quality of police services

Timeliness of Fire response to emergencies

Speed of emergency police response

0%

[pNational avg for cities with pop. >250,000 ^Austin

Snttn-c: ETC Institute DireciinnFinder (2010) Final Result.*



Feeling of Safety in 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 'strongly agree"

National Comparisons

I feel safe in my neighborhood during the day

I feel safe in my neighborhood at night

18} I feel safe In city parks

0% 20% 40% 60%

IgNalional avg for cities with pop. >250.000 BAuslin

Stiurce: ETC Imtitiae Dirccliiml'imli'r (2010) Final Results

Satisfaction with Maintenance 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

National Comparisons
where 5 was "very satisfied"

Condition of streets in neighborhoods

Condition of major city streets

Enforcement of local codes and ordinances

Condition of sidewalks in neighborhoods

Traffic flow on major city streets

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

|aNational avgi for cities with pop. >250,000 BAustin
22

Source: ETC Institute DirectitmFintter (2010) Final Resultx



Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation 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

Quality of youth athletic programs offered by City

jg Number ot walking/biking trails

B Number of city parks

pi Overall satisfaction with city swimming pools

'"jlP'Appea ranee of park grounds in Austin

Quatity of outdoor athletic fields

Quality of adult athletic programs offered by City

Quality of park facilities

8%

58%
69%

57%

62%
70%-

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

[ONalional avg for cities with pop. >250,QOO •• Austin

Source: ETC Institute Directionfinder (2010) Final Results

100%
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Satisfaction with Neighborhood 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

|| Cleanliness of city streets and public areas

Duality of residential curbside recycling services

EgBulky item pick-up/removal services

Quatity of residential garbage collection

Quality of residential yard waste collection

Household hazardous waste disposal service

20% 40% 60% 80%

|DNalional avg for cities with pop >250,OQO OAustin

Source: ETC Institute Directionfinder (2010) Final Results

100%

24



Selected Head-to-Head
Comparisons

25

Overall Satisfaction With Parks and Recreation - 2010
by percentage ol respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a S-point scale

exclud ra dont knows

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

<i

Central US Large Citv Regional Benchmarks

71% 7C % ?'

62%

%

64
•1

7C

%

% 7C%

52* 5Ci%

% 7S

6E %

-

-yw* ''///// '// / '

Suurce; ETC Institute tfireclionfinilrr 12010) Final Hesutls
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Overall Satisfaction With Public Safety - 2010
by percentage of respondents who rated the Item as a 4 w 5 on a 5-poinl scale

etclugrng donl knows

Central US Large City Regional Benchmarks

71% 72%
6£

7<

%

84
% r

/O Q--

„,

5S

7S

%

%

65*m%
7C1% 71

-
72%

Source: ETC Insiinne Direcihnf-'indtr 12010) Final Kc.\u!n

Overall Satisfaction With City Communications - 2010
by percentage ol respondents who rated Hie item as a 4 of 5 on a S-poinl scale

excluding don'l knows

Central US Large City Regional Benchmarks

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

56

4a%. _

"A
5C

42%

% M % 5E% 55% 5E

3£ %

% 5E

44

3£ %

%

-i 53
49%

%
._48*

c.- ETC liuiiluie DirtaumFimitr (2010) Final Rf.tutn



Overall Satisfaction With Code Enforcement - 2010
oy percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-polnt scale

Central US Large City Regional Benchmarks

60% -

50% -f

20% -

10% -

0% L

y

61%

54% , ,

a%.
!

:

_ .

J£

34

-

%

- -

i ^

-

44°/ "*^^

-- - - -

la

- - - -

40% 40%

- • • - - -

48%

32%

- -- - :-

^ X" >/* *** •X J^ y V* y -^ *f ^ X" ̂  ^ ^

.- eKInttitulvllirfCihinl-'imter 121)10) Final Kfmll
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60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Overall Satisfaction With Maintenance -2010
by percentage of respondsnts wtio rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-POint scale

excluding don't knows

Central US Large CityRegtonal Benchmarks

44%

i 31

I

I

|

%

24%

31

%

%

n 36% p

5£

.
1

%

33

1. _

40

%

%

33
ri

51

%

%

13

4b

%

%

36%

Siittrtr: ETC liotitute Direciinnf-'imlfrf 2010) Final Result*
30



31

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

by percentages raspondanls who rated the Hem as a 4 ot 5 on a 5-poinl scale (excluding Pant Kn

Overall quality of life In the City

Overall value received for city tax dollars

rsM.Hi

2t

tiS 6

I
»%

1

0%

o

1
-,-. ,c

1

59%

>1% 81%

49%

Source: ETC Iraiimie l)ireflii,nFindfr(20lt)) Final Resui

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

LOW MEAN HIGH
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Satisfaction with Public Safety Services
2010

by percentage of respondents wlio rated the Hem as a 4 or 5 on a 5-poim scajjHjluding don't knout

Direction Finder Benchmarks -pities w/pai3ulation>250,000 only Austin, TX

Overall quality of fire Ber vices

Overall quality of police services

Enforcement of local traffic laws 29%

53%

1

c
1

73%

1

. o
1

)

1
o

1

86%

81%

38%

75%

60%

Source; ETC Institute DirtuinnFindrrtfOIO) Final Kfful

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

LOW MEAN HIGH
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Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services
2010

by percentage at respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a S-point scale ( excluding donl knows )

Direction Finder Benchmarks - Cities w/DODtilation > 250,000 onlv O Austin^ TX

Appearance of park grounds In Austin

Number of city parks

Number of walking/biking trails

\
Overall satisfaction with city swimming pools

Quality of outdoor athletic fields

Quality of youth athletic programs

Quality of adult athletic programs

2

22°/

;

227c

27

42%

36% C

i%h

2% HI

I •

%[=

i
i ( )

'
( )

i

< i

^EDs

, I

( i -

P 64%

«1%

4%

79%

'7%

81%

3 83%

70%

77%

69%

57%

59%

52%

48%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW MEAN HIGH

Source: ETC Institute DireciinnFinitei I2010) Final Results
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Satisfaction with Maintenance Services
2010

by percentage of respondents wtio rated Hie Bern as a t CUB on a 5-poinl scale I eicludina don't h

Condition of major city afreets

Condition of streets in neighborhoods

21%

2

'̂i "2£%2 -̂

\

-flalftS
<&£l|hs*

1

1

1

yst.

65%

687<

53%

60%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
LOW MEAN HIGH

Source: ETC Insiiiuie Direciianfinltr 12010) Final Results
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Major Findings: #4

Satisfaction With Most City
Services Has Increased While

the National Average Has
Decreased

36



Overall Composite Customer Satisfaction Index
2009 vs. 2010

(Base Year 2009=100)

110

105

100

95

90
Austin U.S. Average Large Cities (250K+)

12009 02010

Austin's Results Have Improved Significantly While
the National Average Has Declined

Overall Satisfaction With Various Aspects of City
Services bv Major Category - 2009 and 2010

by percentage ol respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-poinl scale (excluding don't knows)

Austin-Bergstrorn International Airport

Quality ol drinking waier services

Quality of public safely services

Quality of parks and rcc programs/facilities

Quality of wastewater services

Quality of City libraries

Quality of electric services

anagement of storm water runoff

Quality of municipal court services

Austin's overall effectiveness of communication

Overall maintenance ol City streets and sidewalks

0%

Overall satisfaction improved in 7 of 11 major areas

Significant Increases:

20% 40% 60% 80%

12009 B2010

Significant Decreases:



Perceptions of Public Safety and Security
2009 and 2010

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

I feel safe in my neighborhood during the day

I feel safe walking alone downtown during the day

1 feel safe in rny neighborhood at night

Heel safe in city parks

I feel safe walking alone downtown at night

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Residents Generally Feel Safer

Sianificant Increases;

12009 CI2010

Sianificant Decreases:

Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Public Safety by
Major Category - 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)

Overall quality of fire services

Timeliness of Fire response to emergency location

Timeliness of EMS response to emergency location

Medical assistance provided by EMS

Overall quality of police services

Speed of emergency police response

Enforcement of local traffic laws

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

Residents Are Generally More Satisfied with
Public Safety Services

Sianificant Increases:

12009 02010

Sianificant Decreases:



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

Condition ol streets in your neigh both ood

Condition of major city streets

Condition o! sidewalks in your neighborhood

Pedestrian accessibility

Timing of traffic signals on city streets

Enfoicemenl of local codes and ordinances

Bicycle accessibility

Traffic flow on major city streets

20% 40% 60% 80%

Ratings of Maintenance and Appearance
Have Stay About the Same

Siqnificant Increases:

12009 B2010

Significant Decreases:

Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Environmental
Services by Major Category - 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)

Water Conservation programs within Austin

Energy Conservation program

Flood control efforts

' The waler quality of lakes and streams

Water and wastewater utility response time to emer

Perceptions ol Water Quality Have Improved

Siqnificant Increases;

20% 40% 60% 80%

12009 B2010

Siqnificant Decreases:



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

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

Cleanliness of library facilities

Number of city parks

Library programs

Overall quality of parks and recreation programs

Materials at libraries

Appearance of park grounds in Austin

Number of walking/biking trails

Quality of outdoor athletic fields

Safety in city parks and park facilities

Library hours

^•Quality of facilities at city parks

Overall satisfaction with city swimming poofs

Satisfaction with aquatic programs

^T Quality of youth athletic programs

•^ Quality of adult athletic programs

0%

Recreation and Cultural Services
Generally Rated Lower

Siqnificant Increases:

20% 40% 60% 80%

12009 CH2010

Significant Decreases:

82%
83°/

82%

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

by percentage of respondents who rated the item as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale (excluding donl knows)

Reliability of your electric service

Quality of residential curbside recycling services

Quality ol residential garbage collection

Safety of your drinking water

Quality of residential yard waste collection

Bulky item pick-up/removal services

Cleanliness of your neighborhood

Cleanliness of city streets and public areas

Household hazardous waste disposal sen/ice

• ei%
~81%

I 7(7%
J7B%

71%
3 73%
I 72% I

J71%i
I 66%
J67%

Code enforcement of weed lots, abandoned
vehicles, graffiti and dilapidated buildings

Neighborhood Services Generally Rated Higher

Sianificant Increases:

20% 40% 60% 80%

12009 C32010

Sianificant Decreases:



Composite Customer Satisfaction indices
bv Department/Area: 2009 vs. 2010

(Base Year 2009=100)

Maintenance and Appearance Index

Public Safety Index

Environmental Services Index

Recreation and Cultural Services Index

Neighborhood Services Index

Customer Service Index

Overall: Most City Services Have Improved During the Past Year

110

SianifJcant Increases: Significant Decreases:

Major Finding #5

Priorities for Investment



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

I-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 47

Importance-Satisfaction
Austin, TX
OVERALL

Calvgory oi SvrvLC*

Hlnh Priori IvIlS .IP-JO)

Overall maintenance of City streets and side

Quality ol public safety services

Medium Prlorltv MS <-10t

Quality of drinking water services

Quality of electric services

Quality of parks and rec programs/facilities

Rating

Max
Important T4

,valks 36%
63%

46%
31%
23%

Austin's overall effectiveness of communication 12%

Quality oi City libraries

Quality of wastewater services
Quality of municipal court services

Overall management of stormwater runoff

Austin -Berg strom International Airport

17%

12%

7%

6%

7%

Note: Tha i-S Rating Is calculatsd by multiplying the 'Most Important"

Most Important %:

Sail traction %:

TWMraHmp.
mosimiponaiit

me Hem; they

"-•"-"*

Moal
Importanl

Rank

3

1

2

4

5

7

6

8

1O

11

9

%by(l-'S

rtanf pernm*

iBSDon.01 loi il

hought VtpgrB

"•—»«•

S«ll«l«otkm it

46%

76%

79%

73%

75%

53%

73%

73%

55%

61%

84%

atlstactlon' *>

anpnunt.ui.1
acmrsin. no.po

he moat Impo'

Im ports ncs-
SattatHikH, Satisfaction I-S Rating

Rank Rating Rank

11 0.1977

3 0,1415

2 0.0954

7 0.0840

4 0.0570

10 0.0536

6 0.0459

5 0.0307

9 0.0305

8 O.O225

1 0.0120

n3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

i)

tarn of (tie (int. jecOra). »nQ DiM

OentjttinatkHtgtdenMy

unl lor Ihe City lo providB.

^^-.^-^-—n,^,™-.

Overall Priorities:



2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Overall-
(points on the graph s how dev rations from Ins moan Importance and satlslncilun ratings given by respondenis to IhB survey)

mean Importance

Exceeded Expectations
k*eni

yAuitln-eerftstrom IrttarnaUorul Airport

Quality Dielectric lervices
OuailryoTpartf^rTdTeTjpro.rBJrii/laellrtlBlK

-<^ duality ol City llbnrle* S'
Quality olwai taw ater service!

Overall management of *tormw*Ur runoff

Quality of municipal court i«rvlcet
xAuttln'a overall eftecLvenett ol

communication

Lees Important
lohor wyFerftfattf safis&Ha
••UhMiiitBMHBS

K K'ICIint l tu te(IOlO)

Continued Emphasis
r salstKticn

Quality ol drlnklngwater services

Quality ol public talety tervlce*

verall maintenance of City streets andtldewal
Opportunities for Improvement

Importance Rating |.rpliinariiT.i.iiEIiTgi

49

Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Maintenance and Appearance

Category ol Servtc*

Vstv Hloh P.loHtv (IS >.20t
TialBc 'kiw on major city streets
Condition ol majoi city streets

Hloh Pritjrltv (!§ ,1p-.!OJ '

Timing of traftic signals on city streets
Pedestrian1 acCQssi bill ly ., ':£'.\- .""-
Condition ol slreols in your nelgnbornooQ
Condition ol sidewalks In your neighborhood
Enlorcement ol local codes and ordinances
Bicycle accessibility

Molt

51%
53%

. 27% .
25%,.'
33%
24%
21%
18%

MOM
•Imponant

Rank

2
1

'",'" 5 '
3 .
6
7
8

Satlif action %

S7%

54%

'' 44%
'. 46%
• 60%

4B%
44%

42%

Bailifacuon
Rank

B
2

S
* 4

1
3
6
7

Importance-
. Satisfaction I-S Rating

Rating Rank

0.36B3
0.2696

0.1507
0.1382' '
0.1320
OJ24B
0.1159
0.1021

t
2

3
a
5
e
7

a

Note: The I-S Rating is calculated by multiplying the 'Most Important". V. by (N'Sntislaction'li)

Moit Important %; " -'•:-~- '̂; rf - ._

Satisfaction */i:
ranted their level of saljiJ»cBpfi ¥*\f\ t\o each rf ^v Ogmt on A

Maintenance and Appearance Priorities:



Exceeded Expectations.

2010 City of Austin DirectionFinder
Importance-Satisfaction Assessment Matrix

-Maintenance and Appearance-
(points on the graph stow deviations Irom the mean importance anO satisfaction tat ings given by respondents 10 Ihe survey)

_____ mean Importance __

kwer kimDreatighH saislaaicn

Condition of f Wets In your neighborhood^

Condition of sidewalks in your neighborhood

,f eoe#uian accessimnty
X^ '"timing of trafflc lign

Entorc* mem of local codes and
ordinance i

Bicycle accestiblllty

Less Important

Continued Emphasis

Condition of major city

Is on city met*

HPTVafflc flow on major city

ODDOrtunitie f̂orJonnro ve me ot

Importance Rating
Sonnx: ETC In slim If 120101
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1 m p o rta n c e-Sat i sf acti o n
Austin, TX
Public Safety Services

Category ol Service

High Priority (IS .1Q..20)

Overall quality ot police services

Medium Priority (IS <.10I

Speed ol emergency police response

Medical assistance provided by EMS

Enforcement ot local Ira flic laws

Overall quality ol lire services

Rating

MOSt

Important Im

*

44%

30%

25%

8%

28%
Timeliness ol Rre response to emergency location 19%
Timeliness ol EMS response to emergency location 18%

Most
portant sal liiael Ion
Rank

1

2
4

7

3

5

6

14

74%

72%

86%

60%

88%

88%
87%

In
Satisfaction S

Rank

5

6

4
7

1

2
3

portanes-
atlifaetlon I-S Rating
Riling Rank

0.1150 1 ^^

0.0839 2

0.0354 3

0.0332 4

0.0329 5
0.0232 6
0.0230 7

Note: The 1-5 Rating la calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by (1 -'Satisfaction' %)

Most Important %: The "Host Important" percenta IB rep res

most important responses lor each Item.
IfiO 6em3 They thought werelh

Satisfaction %: The 'Satisfaction•percentage

tits the sum ol the first and second

Respondents were asked to Identity

most important lor trie City to provide.

ecHesents Ihe sum ot the raw 35 "4* and *5" eicftxling 'dorft knows.'

Public Safetv Priorities:
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-Public Safetv Services-
(points on the graph showdaviattons from the mean importance and satisfaction ratings given hy respondents to lha survey)

mean importance

S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n 
R

at
in

g

Sourer:

Exceeded Expectations
IOMFT irrpcrtancefrgher sdisfenicn

Time linos s of Fire response to
emergency location

Timelines* d EMS response.**-^ ,,
to emergency location ^^ ^

Medical assistance provided by EMS

Enforcement ol local frame laws

Less Important

KTC InsllluteUftlO)

Continued Emphasis
hgher irrporUfceTighe' s&s&ction

.^Overall quality ol tire services

, ̂if
Overall quality of pollco Bervlcev^^iV

ĵ peed o) emergency police response

Opportunities for Improvement
nya inpartareelcwfl saiSaakn

ce Rating mi-l.Miinl-M.M.i-i

1

i*&
a
01

C
o
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Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Environmental Services

Category o( Service

MOM MOM Importance-
Important Imporuni S»if»l«ctlon Sallslaction 1-SRallnfl

% Rank SailifKtlon % Rank Haling Rank

High Priority (IS .1D-.20I

Water and waEtewaler utility response time to emergencies . 36% 2 60%

The water quality of lakes and streams 37% 1 62%

Water Conservation programs wilhin Austin 35% 3 66%

Energy Conservation program 33% 4 66%

Medium Priority t!5<,101

Rood control efforts 27% 5 65%

5 0.1439

4 0.1387
1 0.1221
2 0.1121

0.0949

Note: The I-S Rating IB calculated by mulllplylng Ihe "Most Important" % by (1 ••Satisfaction' %)

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

The "Most Important" peicefitage rep/aaanlfi lha sum of ih« firs), Becofifl, and Biird

most frnporlartt re»pon»B» lor each ilem. Responderiis ^ro askad to identify

Hi* items may Ihouahl w«8 Die most important for ins City to provkje.

Tha 'SatistacHDn* pgmntige represents the iim of ms mtigs 'f and'S' eicKjdng 'flail know).'
Respondent! ranked "wirlmfl' ot Htsfacrcn wBMns each otths Mm 5 on a scale
ot 1 to 5 vwlh'5* being »ery tstafied and *i" twing »eiy disiWislied.

Environmental Services Priorities: Most Items Are Important
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-Environmental Services-
(points on the grapri show deviations Irom me mean Importance and satisfaction ratings given By respondents to the survey)

mean Importance

Exceeded Expectations

Energy Conservation program^*
fFlood control efforts

Continued Emphasis
'

Jttator and wastewator utility
teaponsa_tirjna_to emergencies

Opportunities for Improvement

Sonnx: ETC InsliluUMiulO)

Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Recreational and Cultural Services

Category of S«rvlc* '

High Priority (15 .10-.301
Safety In city parks and park facilities

Medium Prlorltv IIS <.1 01
Duality of youth athletic programs
Overall quality of parks and recreation programs
Quality of facilities at city parks
Materials at libraries
Appearance of park grounds in Austin
Number ol watklngtjiking trails
Overall satisfaction wiOi city swimming pools
Number ol City parVs
Library hours
Library programs
Quality of adult athletic programs
Quality of outdoor athletic fields
Cleanliness ot library facilities
Satisfaction with aquatic programs

Important

*

36%

17%
28%
)5%
21%
20%
19%
13%
24%
14%
18%
7%
6%
6%
2%

Molt
Important

FUnk

1

8
2
9
4
5
6
11
3
10
7
12
14
13
15

MlilKlkm •>

59%

52%
71%
59%
71%
70%
69%
57%
76%
59%
72%
48%
60%
79%
54%

SstiitMlkjn

Hunk

9

14

4
11
5
6
7
12
2
10
3
15
8
1
13

Importance-
Satl-faetlon I-S Rating

Rating Rank

0.1472

0.0820
0.0812
0.0627
0.0617
0.0601
0.0580
0.0576
0.0574
0.0571
0.0486
0.0358
0.0242
0.0129
0.0088

1

2
3
4
5
G
7
B
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Not*: Tho I-S RMting im calculated by multiplying the "MostImportant" K by (t-'Satisfaction'%)

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

Tha 'Mas (mpoilflnl* wwntage î prvteftls the svn of dw frsj, second. And thml

most important respomaa lor each Hem. Respondents ware aiktd to identity

Iho item± they mouc îT were the rn t̂ impDiUmEar the City lopnsvide.

Recreation and Cultural Services Priorities:
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-Recreational and Cultural Services-
(pants on the graph show deviations from the mean Importance and satisfaction ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean Importance

D
.£
w
tr
c

S
a
tis

fa
ct

i

Exceeded Expectations
IDWO incortancafagriEr satisfaction

Cleanliness ot library lacllltler

Quality of facilities at city parka

Quality of outdoor athletic fields , \
^ Library hours ^j

Overall satisfaction with cltyX"
•wlmmlng pools

.'Satisfaction with
aquatic programs

Quality of adult athletic .,•

Lesalmoortant pr0flrams

IOHCT iirwJtancskwier soislaclion

Continued Emphasis
hghe irrponancehB"er saistaction

^Numbor of city parks

^brary programs Overall quality of parks and
•^ ^/Acreatlon programs

> !̂.,Materlals al libraries

\Appearance of park grounds In Austin

Number of walking/biking trails ^

^mSafety In city parks and park facilitfes/^^^

.•duality of youth athletic
programs

Opportunities for Improvement
higher InpcrtHrca'loiAGr satisfaction

Importance Rating 57
Source: KTC lnslituu-!2010)

Importance-Satisfaction Rating
Austin, TX
Residential and Neighborhood Services

Citajory ot S«vl»

Htah Mortons .10*301

Cods •nJonwnient ol vreecHots-abanctoneilvanicloj. (jraHid & ddapidatW txJddnos
Salety ol your a in king Hater

Medium Prtorlly (IS <.10>

Cleanliness al cfly streets and public areas

Duality ot residential garbage collection

HousetraW haiardous waste disposal service

Reliability of your electric service

deanBnass ol you neighbomood

Qua My of residential cirtiskJe recycSng sendees

Bulky it«m pfck-n>/r«fiaval services

Quality ol residential yard wste conectron

Note: The I-S flatmg 1« calculated by multiplying the "Most Important" % by {1

Most Important %:

Satisfaction %:

Mut
ImpwOnl

%

28%
54%

28%
43%
13%
33%
17%
21%
9%
6%

Satisfaction' %)

Unit
ImperUnl

Rink

4

1

5
2
8
3
7

6
9
10

Tne TJost Wiforttnf pac

maammm

"•*""**

rtwBomi

MugMw

9atlit»clloii
S.BifKUon",

47%
81%

67%
82%
51%
87%
71%
B3%
73%
78%

Bank

10
4

8
3
9
1
7
2
6

. 5

entAge re^uenta tr« sum of tha

taMOiUm H»H

.Wmosmp^

olOansme

toilwOiy

Important e-
SatbUcllon I-S Rating

Riling Rank

0.1517 I
0.1021

0,0924
0,0771
0,0616
0.0516
O.W93
0.0357
0.0253
0.0125

rsu second. And two

«tkM u Otnlly

•"***

T^z^p~
3
4
5
E
7
a
9
K) j

The -SaaslacKiT puitwtajt no«$wiB n* torn or me ratngi 'I' ant T tidwHig HwiltiinM
Rnponc-aiQ
oft DSvflh

anked f-eif Kvtt ol uniacbon
s-w.i^v.n ntttti«] Brerr EX

rift the eacn or Ihe Kami on a icate
ungveiyaear Ktna

Residential and Neighborhood Services Priorities:
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1 -Residential arid Neighborfrdlid Services^
(points on the graph show day laitons trorn,the mean împortance and'Satisfaction ratings given,by respondents iq the survey)

mean Importance

Exceeded Expectations
loner irrpoftancefligtier satisfaction

Quality of residential
curbslde recycling services^

Quality of residential yard waste
.*<ol lection

Bulky Item
.pick-up/removal services

Cleanliness of your neighborhood^*

Household hazardous waste^
disposal service

Less Important
kwo impcrance'Ifwa' SHUSacuor

Continued Emphasis
hgha inpottarealigWf saisla±oi

Reliability or your electric servici

-'' 1Safety of your drinking water m

^s ^s
Quality of residential garbage collection

^Cleanliness of city streets and public areas

Code enforcement of weed lots, ̂ ^ r̂

, dilapidated buildings

S Opportunitiesfor Imorovement
righEi irrcorlancalother lattalaaoi

Importance Rating
,Soiin«"liT(:'lnslitute(2010i •59,,

Summary and Conclusions
• Austin is setting the standard for customer service

among large U.S. cities
- Overall Satisfaction 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
- police services
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