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Citizen Survey Methodology   

• 400 telephone interviews were conducted from 
January 19th to 26th, 2010, with Leduc residents 18 
years of age or older.  
• City-wide results provide a margin of error no greater 

than +4.5% at the 95% confidence level or 19 times 
out of 20. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There was male/female split of 50% male and 50% females.Also the average length of residence was 21 Years.There was a 14% response rate and 63% refusal rate. 



Overall Quality of Life  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When asked to rate the overall quality of life in Leduc, the majority of respondents (97%) rated quality of life as good, very good, or excellent. These results are comparable to the 96% reported in 2008.96% of respondents indicated they would recommend the City of Leduc to others as a place to live, up slightly compared to 93% in 2008.Municipal Comparison:Overall Quality of LifeRespondents to other municipal surveys investigated provided high ratings for the quality of life in their communities.  The majority of municipalities reported quality of life ratings in the upper ninety percent range



Quality of Life  

*Based on total mentions 

 Respondents were asked to indicate the three most 
significant factors contributing to a high quality of life in 
Leduc. The top mentions included*: 
 Recreation facilities / Leduc Recreation Centre (36%); 
 Location / close to Edmonton / airport / Nisku (21%); 
 Good shopping (20%); 
 Size / is small (19%); 
 Leduc has everything you need / all amenities (18%); 

and 
 Parks / Multiway path system (17%). 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Respondents were asked to indicate the three most significant factors contributing to a high quality of life in Leduc. Based on total mentions, the top five mentions were:Recreation facilities / Leduc Recreation Centre (36%);Location / close to Edmonton / airport / Nisku (21%);Good shopping (20%);Size / is small (19%);Leduc has everything you need / all amenities (18%); andParks / Multiway path system (17%).Top mentions from 2008 included:Location / close to Edmonton / airport / Nisku (23%);Size / is small (23%);Recreation facilities / Leduc Recreation Centre (20%);Leduc has everything you need / all amenities (20%); andGood shopping (14%).



Pride in Being a Resident 
of the City of Leduc 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When asked to rate their level of pride in being a resident of the City of Leduc, eighty-four percent (84%) provided a positive rating (4 or 5 out of 5), a 5% increase compared to 2008 (79%). Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents provided a neutral rating (3 out of 5) and 2% provided a negative rating (1 or 2 out of 5).



Satisfaction with Enforcement and 
Emergency Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with Leduc services and facilities on a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being very dissatisfied and 5 being very satisfied. 77% of respondents were satisfied with Emergency Medical Services (comparable to 78% in 2008); 76% were satisfied with fire response services (comparable to 75% in 2008); 80% of respondents were satisfied with RCMP services, unchanged compared to 2008;There was a slight decrease in the proportion of respondents satisfied with bylaw enforcement (47% versus 51% in 2008). Eleven percent (11%) of respondents were unable to provide a response.



Satisfaction with Facilities and 
Outdoor Spaces 

74%

74%

72%

83%

87%

64%

74%

76%

83%

83%

89%

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

Recreational facilities

Public Library

Athletic and sports fields

Parks and playgrounds

*Leduc Recreation Centre

Multi-way and paths 

2010 2008

2010 Mean 

n=400 

4.48 

4.47 

4.27 

4.24 

 3.87 

*New in 2010 

↓ 
4.21 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In regards to satisfaction with City facilities and outdoor spaces, respondents were most frequently satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the multi-way and paths (89%, comparable to 87% in 2008);83% of respondents were satisfied with the Leduc Recreation Centre (new to the 2010 survey);Satisfaction with parks and playgrounds remained unchanged compared to 2008 (83% in both 2008 and 2010);There was a slight increase in the proportion of respondents satisfied wit athletic and sports fields (76% versus 72% in 2008); 74% were satisfied with the Public Library (unchanged from 2008); andFewer respondents were satisfied with City recreational facilities, excluding the Leduc Recreation Centre (64%, a significant decrease compared to 74% in 2008 when respondents were asked to provide a single rating for all recreation facilities in Leduc).



Satisfaction with Waste 
Management Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In regards to waste management services, 90% of respondents were satisfied with garbage collection services (a slight increase compared to 87% in 2008);81% of respondents were satisfied with recycling depots (a significant increase compared to 72% in 2008);74% of respondents were satisfied with sewer services, this result remains unchanged compared to 2008.



Satisfaction with Human Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In regards to human services and programs, 77% of respondents were satisfied with recreational programs (up slightly compared to 74% in 2008);Satisfaction with special events remained comparable to the previous survey year (76% versus 75% in 2008).51% reported satisfaction with arts, culture and heritage programs, a significant decrease compared to 58% in 2008;38% were satisfied with family aid services (new in 2010), however it is important to note that 37% of respondents were unable to provide a rating; andAlso new in 2010, 30% of respondents were satisfied with counseling services. Forty-two percent (42%) of respondents provided a “don’t know” response.



Satisfaction with City Maintenance 
Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In regards to City maintenance services, 85% of respondents were satisfied with floral and landscaping (a slight increase compared to 81% in 2008);Three-quarters of respondents (75%) were satisfied with snow removal on multi-ways, unchanged compared to 2008; 73% of respondents were satisfied with summer road maintenance (comparable to the 74% reported in 2008);There was a significant decrease in the proportion of respondents that were satisfied with winter road maintenance (48% versus 58% in 2008).



Satisfaction with City Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
With regards to other City services, there was a slight decrease in the proportion of respondents satisfied with traffic flow (52% versus 55% in 2008);41% of respondents were satisfied with property assessment and taxation (down slightly compared to 45% in 2008), while 9% of respondents were unsure;29% of respondents were satisfied with permit and inspection services (comparable to 28% in 2008). Thirty-seven percent (37%) of respondents were unable to provide a response;One-quarter of respondents (25%) were satisfied with the special transportation service (LATS). Note that  38% of respondents provided a “don’t know” response in regards to this service. This question was a new addition to the 2010 survey. 



Overall Satisfaction with 
City Services 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The majority of respondents (89%) were either somewhat or very satisfied with the services and programs provided by the City of Leduc. This result represents a significant increase compared to 83% in 2008.Municipal Comparison:Overall Satisfaction with City ServicesRespondents to other municipal surveys investigated provided high ratings for the overall satisfaction of city services. Municipalities commonly reported overall satisfaction ratings in the upper eighty percent range.



Impact Analysis  
Overall Satisfaction versus Importance 
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Primary Improvements 

 Services in the “primary area of improvement” 
quadrant include:  
• Summer road maintenance; 
• Family aid services; 
• Traffic flow; and 
• Winter road maintenance. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Services in the “primary area of improvement” quadrant include: 	Summer road maintenance;Family aid services;Traffic flow; andWinter road maintenance.Previously traffic flow represented a less important challenge, however, its importance rating has increased in 2010 and traffic flow now represents a “primary area of improvement”.�



Key Strengths 

 Services in which respondents reported that 
they were of higher than average importance 
and higher than average performance: 
• Leduc Recreation Centre; 
• Garbage collection services; 
• Fire response services; 
• Emergency Medical Services; 
• Sewer service; 
• Parks and playgrounds; and 
• RCMP services. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Services in which respondents reported that they were of higher than average importance and higher than average performance:Leduc Recreation Centre;Garbage collection services;Fire response services;Emergency Medical Services;Sewer service;Parks and playgrounds; andRCMP services.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2010,  36% of respondents indicated that quality of service provided had increased, this represents a significant increase compared to 20% in 2008.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
New to the 2010 survey, respondents were told about a number of possible enhancements to facilities and services in Leduc. They were then asked to rate the impact the enhancements will have on the community on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 meaning “it will not enhance” and 5 meaning “it will significantly enhance the community of Leduc”.Overall, respondents indicated that playground refurbishment (75%, mean=4.05) and the Telford Lake development (75%, mean=4.02) would most significantly enhance the community (4 or 5 out of 5); Seventy-one percent (71%, mean=3.96) of respondents believed additional multi-way development would enhance the community; and63% of respondents believed the Lede Park Athletic Field development would enhance the community (mean=3.78). 



Recycling Service Improvements 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Also new in 2010, respondents were asked a series of questions concerning their current recycling needs and their willingness to accept additional costs in order to enhance Leduc’s recycling service.The majority of respondents agreed (83%) that the existing curbside blue bag collection program meets their recycling needs.



Recycling Service Improvements 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The majority of respondents (70%) indicated they were not willing to pay up to 6$ per month more for recycling of residential organic material. Approximately one-quarter (26%) of respondents were willing to pay the additional cost while 5% were unsure.



Support for the Development of an 
External Transit System 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Respondents were asked to think about the potential for an external commuter transit system that would link Leduc to the City of Edmonton during peak am/pm weekday service. They were then asked how many individuals from their household would use this service if the system were developed.55% of respondents reported than none of the individuals in their household would use the serviceOne-quarter (25%) of respondents reported than one person would use it.15% said that two people would use the service.3% of respondents each reported that three people or four people in their household would use the service.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approximately three-quarters (73%) of respondents support the development of an external transit system for the City of Leduc.One-quarter of respondents (23%) did not support the development an external system and 4% were unsure.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of a number of potential communications sources that the City of Leduc could use to disseminate information regarding City operated programs, services and facilities. The most effective methods included (top 5): Newspaper articles / adds in the Leduc Representative (96%, comparable to 95% in 2008);Information in Leduc facilities (76%, up from 70% in 2008);Edmonton local TV (71%, up from 67% in 2008);City website (66%, a significant increase compared to 57% in 2008); andEdmonton Radio (63%, comparable to 62% in 2008);



City Consultation with Citizens 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
70% of respondents, unchanged from the previous survey year, rated the City’s efforts to consult with citizens as being excellent, very good, or good.  29% of respondents indicated the City of Leduc was doing a fair or poor job of consulting with its citizens (comparable to 27% in 2008).



Satisfaction with the City of Leduc 
Website 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thirty-seven percent (37%) of respondents indicated they had visited the City of Leduc’s website, a significant decrease compared to 54% in 2008.The following respondent subgroups were significantly more likely to have visited the City of Leduc website:Respondents with children in their household (50% versus 31% of those without children);Respondents that are currently employed (44% versus 24% of those that are not employed);Respondents with a household income of $50,000 or more (37% to 50% versus 21% of those with a 	household income of less than $50,000); andRespondents age 18 to 64 years (34% to 60% versus 195 of those age 65 years or older).Respondents that indicated they had visited the website (n=146) were asked how satisfied they were with the website: Approximately two-thirds of respondents (64%, a significant decrease compared to 2008) indicated they were either very or somewhat satisfied. There was also a significant increase in the proportion of respondents that were very or somewhat dissatisfied (13% versus 4% in 2008).Respondents that were dissatisfied with the City of Leduc website (n=19) provided the following comments (multiple response):Needs to be more user friendly / it is not easy to navigate (11 respondents);Lacks information / unable to find information needed (7 respondents); andInformation was not up to date / accurate (4 respondents).



Online Municipal Census 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approximately two-thirds (63%) of respondents were very (36%) or somewhat likely (27%) to participate in the upcoming municipal census online, via the internet. 37% of respondents were not at all likely to participate online.



Property Taxes 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When asked to think about the portion of municipal property taxes that pay for City services, 72% of respondents indicated they received excellent, very good, or good value for their tax dollars (up from 67% in 2008). Municipal ComparisonThe findings varied markedly among the comparable municipalities when asking residents about value received for tax dollar. The findings from several of the municipalities show over three-quarters of respondents believe they receive good or very good value for their tax dollar. However, in a couple of instances, less than half of those surveyed said they receive good or very good value for their tax dollar.



Property Taxes 
 Respondents were asked to think of Leduc’s infrastructure 
and service overall, and indicate which tax strategy to 
balance the budget they supported: 
 Increase taxes to maintain all existing infrastructure and services 

(35% supported, comparable to 36% in 2008); 
 Increase taxes to fund growth needs, infrastructure maintenance 

and enhance services (22%, comparable to 21% in 2008); 
 Cut existing service to maintain current taxes (18%, comparable to 

16% in 2008); 
 Cut existing services to reduce taxes (7%, up slightly from 4% in 

2008); 
 Depends (10% versus 11% in 2008); and 
 Don’t know (9%, down slightly from 12% in 2008). 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Respondents were asked to think of Leduc’s infrastructure and service overall, and indicate which tax strategy to balance the budget they supported:Increase taxes to maintain all existing infrastructure and services (35% supported, comparable to 36% in 2008);Increase taxes to fund growth needs, infrastructure maintenance and enhance services (22%, comparable to 21% in 2008);Cut existing service to maintain current taxes (18%, comparable to 16% in 2008);Cut existing services to reduce taxes (7%, up slightly from 4% in 2008);Depends (10% versus 11% in 2008); andDon’t know (9%, down slightly from 12% in 2008).



Questions? 
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