Summary
of Smart Cities,
Towns and Regions
In Australia Survey




o Background

In July 2019 a survey was sent to key
smart cities stakeholders to gain feedback
on the challenges and opportunities to
support smart cities, regions and towns
across Australia.

The survey was open for responses
over a three-week period during which
it was completed by 343 individuals,
which represented more than 100 local
governments from both urban and
regional Australia.

Important Notes

Survey Results

This document contains mostly ‘raw’ data
from the survey’s questions.

Survey Design

The survey was designed by analyst Dr Neil
Temperley for the Cities Division of the
Department of Infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development and Communications.
The survey was also reviewed by individuals
with industry association, university and
Austrade experience.

Surveys always face a dilemma of wanting to
ask multiple questions — each with a multitude
of specific optional answers. Invariably

every survey reviewer wants to add an extra
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question. Thus, surveys always grow during
the design stage and run the risk of creating
respondent fatigue. This one is no different.

The survey was designed such that irrelevant
questions would be skipped, e.g. a vendor
was not shown questions intended for
councils. This means that no respondent got
to see the full scope of the survey.

Survey Completion

Not all respondents completed the

whole survey or indeed every portion of

a multiple-choice question. Therefore N
(the number of respondents) varies across
each question.

Survey Notes

This survey focused on obtaining responses

from individuals and their perceptions of

the status of smart city developments In

Australia. This has a few implications.

¢ |n some cases, there were multiple
responses per organisation.
No response may represent the ‘official
response’ for a given organisation.
Some respondents offered their
organisation type but not their
organisation’s name.

¢ In some circumstances we had an interest
in obtaining one response per council.
So, one individual’s response was selected
by the analyst as being representative.



Figure 1: Organisation type N=343

. Australian Government 1%
[l Other1%

University Precinct,
e.g. Smart Campus 2%

Not-for-profit Organisation 4%
. State or Territory Government 4%

. Industry Association/
Peak Body 5%

. Research Organisation/
University Research 9%

. Industry/Vendor 9%

Consultant 11%

Local Government/Council/
City 54%

Note

e Each organisation was not limited to just one
respondent. One council had six respondents,
while most councils had one or two.

Figure 2: Home state or territory for
councils that identified themselves
N=101

ACT 1%
W Nsw 27%
W NT2%
W QLD 19%

SA 6%

TAS 5%
W VIC24%

[0 wA1e%

Note

e Not all respondents indicated the specific
council for which they work.

Figure 3: Primary role of respondents in
local government N=185

Procurement Officer 1%
[ Elected official 5%

Smart Cities (or equivalent)
Officer 8%

Chief Information or
Data Officer 8%

ll C-Level Executive or
General Manager 13%

. Project Officer/Manager
(non 'smart city’ projects) 18%

[ Other 23%

. Project Officer/Manager for
a'smart city’ project(s) 24%

Note
e Not all respondents indicated the council for
which they work.

Figure 4: What has most helped my
knowledge? Average N=125
(Ranked by “Much” +
“A Great Deal”)

'Future Ready' education sessions

Participation with overseas
support networks or associations

Overseas delegations or experts
visiting Australia

Study visits to overseas
smart cities

Technology vendors
Consultants

Educational/Technical/
Professional training

University experts

Participation with local support
networks or associations

Partner's expertise

In-house expert

Collaboration with other councils
Publications and guides

Attending conferences

Pilots, testing, trialling
new solutions

T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

None [ Littte [l Much Ml Ssome A Great Deal

Note

e Answers may have a perception bias.
Respondents may not have first-hand
experience of the items they criticise or praise.
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Figure 5: Where are you up to on the ¢ Figure 7: What has driven change? Average
journey? N=86 : N=108 (Ranked by “Higher” +
: “Very High”)

Smart city / innovation team established

Digital or smart city strategy document created Make my city more liveable, e.g. attractive.

Interested but not started Improve council service delivery

Technology roadmap created Desire to innovate
Other Sustainability

Project Manage ment Office created Create new industries and local jobs

Co-design of solutions with citizens or partners _ : Save operating costs

Data policy created Increase tourism

Not interested . N The Smart Cities and Suburbs program
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Raise international engagement and profile

Demanded by the local community
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Note
e We selected one response per council. : mVerylow Blow EMedium BHigh ®Very High

e This was a multiple-choice question.

Figure 6: Is your project on track to deliver? : Figure 8: What has driven change? Council
N=80 (Ranked by “Higher” + : staff for councils successful
“Very High”) : in Rounds 1 and/or 2 Average
: N=37 (Ranked by “Higher” +
“Very High”)

Required finance or resourcing to succeed

Improve council service delivery
Return on Investment

Make my city more liveable, e.g. attractive.

Save operating costs

Ease of implementation / execution
Desire to innovate
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Sustainahility
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

o B F Create new industries and local jobs
M Very Low M Lower M As Expected H Higher m Very High ®Don't know, N/A, Too soon to say

The Smart Cities and Suburbs program
Note : Raise international engagement and profile

Increase tourism

e We selected one response per council. This may
not represent the council’s ‘official view’.

Demanded by the local community

mVerylow mlow mMedium ®High mVery High

Note

e These are perspectives of individuals/staff from
within councils that were successful. This is not
one result per successful council.

e The Smart Cities and Suburbs Program funded
81 projects in total.
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Figure 9: What has driven change? Council
staff for councils unsuccessful
in Rounds 1 and/or 2 Average
N=31 (Ranked by “Higher” +
“Very High”)
e council senice ey
T
Save operating costs
Sustainability
Desire to innovate
Create new industries and local jobs
Increase tourism
R nternationsl engagement and profie

The Smart Cities and Suburbs program

Demanded by the local community

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

®Very low ®low ®Medium ®High ® Very High

Note

e Understandably the Smart Cities and Suburbs
program was not ranked as high as with
successful councils.

e These are perspectives of individuals/staff from
within councils that were unsuccessful. This is
not one result per unsuccessful council.

Figure 10: Us and open data Average N=70
(Application of open data ranked
by “Mostly True” + “Completely
True™)

Open data is part of our strategy

We are publishing open data

Others are using our open data

Qthers are doing analytics on our open data

We don't have open data

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Not atall true ® Slightly true W True for about half our projects B Mostly true W Completely true

Note

e We selected one response per council, which
may not represent the council’s official position.

e N varies slightly across each question.

Figure 11: What are the measures of
success? N=85

Community satisfaction

Place activation

Usage of data, e.g. dashboard, open data.

Financial benefits or savings, Return On Investment
Suecessful scaling of pilot projects

New capabilities

Usage of a new service

Local job creation

Stronger startup/innovation ecosystem

Other (please specify)

S
i
2
o
=3
ES
w
=
x
=
E
w
S
@
=]
&
~
B
®
K

Note
e We selected one response per council.
e Multiple choice.

e |Local jobs may rank poorly due to the low
expectations of establishing a meaningful direct
linkage to smart cities projects or the fact that
they are long-term measures.

Figure 12: Collaboration and engagement.
Average N=260 (Ranked by
“Often” + “Very Often”)

Collaborate directly with {other) cities/councils?

Actively participate in a smart cities related forum
or interest group?

Internally debate the benefits of being a smart city?

Share failures and lessons learned with (other)
councils?

Use the Smart Cities Collaboration Platform on the
DIRDC website?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Mever MRarely M Sometimes ®Often ™ Very Often

Note
e Response by individual.
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Figure 13: How do we rate? Average N=247 :  Figure 15: Interest in different Communities
(Ranked by “High” + “Very High”) : of Practice focused around
: contexts Average N=232 (Ranked
by “Would Attend” + “Willing to
Lead”)

The strength of top-down leadership

The general buy-in from your colleagues

In-house capability . N .
Places or precincts needing reactivation

Readiness to scale (from a pilot}
Places or precincis with traffic congestion

Appropriate culture and capability
Heat Stress-Prone Region: e.g. urban heat islands

Seepticism about value and benefits
Popular and Congested Places: e g. beaches, tourist

attractions, event venues, parks.

The general buy-in from your citizens

Disaster-Prone Region: e.g. fire, flood, storms.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

WVery low Wlow MMedium BHigh ® VeryHigh . Geographically Dispersed Facilities: e_g. regional
N councils, dispersed amenities.
N Places with water safety risk: seaside, rivers, beaches,
Note : rock fishermen/women
e Response from individuals not per organisation. @ isolated Community: e.g remote communities, istan
. communities.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

W Not interested W Would attend ™ Willing to lead/facilitate

Figure 14: Interest in different Communities Note
of Practice. Average N=240

(Ranked by “Would Attend” + * These may be useful topics for events.
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“Willing to Lead”)

Innovation and economse development

Smart hub/pracinct

City and community planning (inchuding 30}

Smart anergy {solar power, enargy storage, batteries)
Community angagamant

Smart bulkding (i

Smart governance

Smart traffic management (public transport, eycling, ..
Innovative funding/financing
Start ups and innovation hubs
Faople movems nt
Smart waste |management, recyding|
Smart parking

Emvironmental monitoring (air quality, dust, noise,..
smart lighting
Intagrated maobdity
Smart amenity management (library, pool, BECS, tollets...|
Active lifestyia /mobility
Visitor exparience (information, wayfinding...)
Procurement including collaborative procurament
Disaster management (fire, flood...)
Smart irrigation
Public safety |crime)

Education and pubdic health

Public administration and customer sarvice

Note
e These may be useful topics for events.

e Procurement has been identified as an issue
for many councils yet Procurement including
collaborative procurement ranked near the
bottom at 21/26.
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