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KEY HIGHLIGHTS

The 2022 Quality of Life Project is a partnership between nine New Zealand councils.

The survey took place between 28 March and 13 June 2022.

It measures perceptions over several domains related to Quality of Life.
A random selection of residents aged 18 years or over from each council area participated in the survey either online or by filling in a paper questionnaire.
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The 2022 Quality of Life Project is a partnership between nine New Zealand councils.

It measures perceptions over several domains related to Quality of Life.

A random selection of residents aged 18 years or over from each council area participated in the survey either online or by filling in a paper questionnaire.
The survey took place between 28 March and 13 June 2022.
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suits the needs of
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@ Health & wellbeing

PN 34%
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Have someone to
turn to for practical
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faced with a serious
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difficult time

O
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turn to for emotional
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faced with a serious
illness or injury, or a
difficult time

@ 28%

Always/most of the
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stress with a
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The 2022 Quality of Life Project is a partnership between nine New Zealand councils.

It measures perceptions over several domains related to Quality of Life.

A random selection of residents aged 18 years or over from each council area participated in the survey either online or by filling in a paper questionnaire.
The survey took place between 28 March and 13 June 2022.
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Agree that they do
feel a sense of
community in their
neighbourhood
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Feel comfortable dressing in a way
that expresses their identity in public

% 66%

Can participate in activities in a
way that align with their culture

% 56%
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them and others of their identity
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IMPACTS OF
COVID-19

in the year prior
to the survey

@ Health & wellbeing

Positive
impact

Negative
impact

On thei tal

n elrn;:;]l; 65%‘. 6%
f& 48% ‘. 1%
) a0% '. 15%

On their children’s 0
(under 18) overall M 51% . 10%

wellbeing

On their personal
physical health
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@ Health treatment

Main reasons for delay

( ) 2022

"\ A

\/ 33% 0 Health provider postponed appointment
Had delayed

seeking health
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Concerned about catching COVID-19

COVID-19
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more often because of
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1%

Using less

advice due to e Avoid pressuring health system
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(under 18) educational
progress

&
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often transport more often
because of COVID-19

720/ Of the 308 respondents who currently
(s} .
own or part-own a business had made
changes because of COVID-19

82% Of the 59 respondents who used to
own a business in the previous 2
years had made changes because
of COVID-19

Economic wellbeing

% Changes to business

Negative Positive
impact impact
61% 6%
47% 10%

49% '. 18%
32% '. 10%

Main changes because of COVID-19

0 Reduced overhead costs where
possible

e Decreased staff numbers / hours

e Closed all or part of operations
temporarily or permanently

. 15%
Using less

Using public transport
often more often now because

B 4% ‘. 30%

Using
less often
of COVID-19



COMPARED
WITH 2020

Perceptions of Quality of
life remain quite high

Rate their overall Quality
of life positively

(87% in 2020)

82% in 2018)

Higher proportion felt that their
Quality of life had declined over
the previous 12 months

2018 2020 2022 2018 2020 2022

O,
30% 319 39%

21% 17% 13%

Increased Decreased

% Living in their local area

2020 05
81% 75% 2929 202
’ 63% 56%
Declining
perceptions of living I
in their local area

Great place to live  Feel a sense of

pride
Fewer agree that their 2018 2020
local area has become a 21% N 2022
better place to live in ° 20% 12%
[

previous 12 months

Increases in perceptions of local area problems
% View as a bit of a problem/ big problem in last 12 months

2020 2022 2022

2020 2022
2020 2020 2022

9 70%
59% 66% 55% o 61% 529%

| 1 01 " n

Dangerous driving  Theft and burglary Vandalism People bs?rgegejtng in the
2020 202i 2020 2022
aa% 52% a0% A47% 2022
J 2020 paor
38%

People sleeping Unsafe people

rough

Alcohol or drugs

Mental health

Fewer people
consider they are in
good mental health

@ Health & wellbeing
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2020 2022
73% 65%

|
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41%

WHO-5 index of V‘Qo/_,v) 31%  36% 6
less than 52%, .

indicating poor

wellbeing
@ Safety
2020 2022
In city centre after dark e 48% 37%
Fewer feel safe in their = .

city centre after dark

30 Housing costs

2020 2022

i , 44% 349

Fewer feel that housing
costs are affordable
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9 HOME

Introduction

Background

The survey measures residents’ perceptions

across several domains, including:

5°

Research Design The 2022 Quality of Life survey is a

collaborative local government research

Quality of Life project. The primary objective of the survey is to
measure residents’ perceptions of aspects of
Built & Natural living in larger urban areas.

Environment

Overall Quality of Life Local issues

©

The survey provides data for councils to use as

Housing part of their monitoring programmes.
Bulslic Tansmer: It also contributes to public knowledge and % Environment 9 Community, culture and
P (built and natural) \Q/ social networks

research on Quality of Life issues in New
Health & Wellbeing Zealand.

)

Housing Climate change

Local Issues

/D
=
e

Community, Culture &
Social Networks . .
Public transport Employment and economic

wellbeing

=

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council decision-making

Health and wellbeing processes

3
Q [

Council Processes

Appendix a
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Councils Involved

The Quality of Life survey was first conducted in 2003, repeated in
2004 and has been undertaken every two years since. The
number of participating councils has varied each time.

Nine councils participated in the 2022 Quality of Life survey
project, as follows:

» Auckland Council

» Hamilton City Council

» Tauranga City Council

» Hutt City Council

» Porirua City Council

» Wellington City Council

» Christchurch City Council
» Dunedin City Council

» Greater Wellington Regional Council.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

One of the councils listed is a regional council. The Greater
Wellington region includes the areas covered by Hutt City, Porirua
City and Wellington City Councils. The regional council area also
includes smaller towns as well as rural and semi-rural areas.

The Auckland region includes several smaller towns, rural and
semi-rural areas. However, most (over 90%) of the Auckland
population lives in the urban area.

Quality of Life survey results from 2003 onwards are available on the
Quality of Life website: http://www.qualityoflifeproject.govt.nz
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Project Management

Since 2012, the Quality of Life survey project has been managed
by a group comprising representatives from the following four
councils:

» Auckland Council
» Wellington City Council
» Christchurch City Council

» Dunedin City Council.

The management group manages the project on behalf of all
participating councils. This includes commissioning an
independent research company and working closely with the
company throughout.

NielsenlQ was commissioned to undertake the 2022 survey on
behalf of the participating councils.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wy NIQ
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Sample

In 2022 a total of 2,612 Auckland residents
completed the Quality of Life survey.

The table shows the sample size that was
achieved in Auckland and also shows the
proportionate distribution of respondents within
the city. Refer to section 2 for more detail on
sample design and Appendix 1 for a breakdown
of demographic characteristics of Auckland
sample.

Subgroup

Males

Females

Under 25 years
25-49 years

50-64 years

65+ years

European/ Other
Maori

Pacific

Asian

Rodney

Hibiscus and Bays
Upper Harbour
Kaipatiki
Devonport-Takapuna
Henderson-Massey
Waitakere Ranges
Whau

Albert-Eden
Waiheke-Great Barrier
Waitemata
Puketapapa
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei

Howick

Franklin
Mangere-Otahuhu
Manurewa
Otara-Papatoetoe
Papakura

Auckland total

Sample

achieved in each
subgroup

Unweighted % Weighted %
47 49

1221
1389
314
1143
627
528
1672
441
258
581
10
165
17
151
105
148
109
m
158
121
123
134
18
124
201
124
99
124
146
124

2612

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Proportion
Auckland sample
(n=2612)

53
12
44
24
20

oo 01~ 0100 01 oroTooo DSOS

Proportion of

Auckland results

(n=2612)

51
14
48
22
16
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Method and Sampling Overview

Method

The 2022 survey used an online method for respondents aged
under 50 years, while a mixed method was used (online and paper)
for those aged 50 years and over. Those aged under 50 years could
fill it out in hard copy if they wished. Respondents aged 50 years
and over were encouraged to complete the survey online in the first
instance and were later offered the option of completing a paper
questionnaire. The survey communications, sent to potential
respondents to invite participation, are included in Appendix 3.

L

< > @ Among
77% of those 50
respondents years and 23%
completed the over completed
on paper.

survey online

Dates of fieldwork: Fieldwork took place from 28 March to 13 June
2022.

Target Population: People aged 18 and over, living within the
areas governed by the participating councils.

Technical report: For more detail on method and sample, please
refer to the separate Technical Report.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Sampling frame and recruitment

The New Zealand Electoral Roll was used as the primary sampling
frame. This provides a representative, robust database (name and
mailing address) for the New Zealand population. It enables
sample selection by supplied variables such as mesh block and
Maori descent and imputed variables such as age.

A sample frame was drawn and potential respondents were sent a
personalised letter, outlining the purpose of the survey and
explaining how to complete the survey online. Initiatives to help
ensure a robust and representative sample, inclusive of
demographic groups traditionally less likely to be represented in
surveys, included:

» Individuals flagged on the electoral roll as of Maori descent being
oversampled

» Mesh blocks with higher proportions of Asian and Pacific residents
being oversampled

» Some respondents from harder-to-reach groups, who participated
in 2018 or 2020 and who had agreed to be re-contacted, being
invited to participate in 2022

» Specific initiatives to encourage younger residents to take part
(e.g. targeted communications, prize draws).
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Series of events

2022 was another exceptional year for
the Quality of Life survey in part
because of continuing economic and
social impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic. This was exacerbated by
Russia's declaration of war on Ukraine
in late February.

Economic stress is prevalent, with
sharply rising fuel, living and housing
costs.

COVID-19 traffic light settings changed
in April from red to a less restrictive
orange setting, with no capacity limits
on social gatherings and workplaces
and schools able to open fully.

The questionnaire was updated to take
the above factors into account.

JANUARY 2022
New Zealand in red traffic light setting

11 FEBRUARY
Dunedin Octagon protest begins

24 FEBRUARY
Russia invades Ukraine

10 MARCH
Christchurch Cranmer Square protests
end

Fieldwork:
28 March — 13 June

12 APRIL
Dunedin protestors end Octagon
protests

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

8 FEBRUARY
Anti-vaccination protest begins at
Parliament grounds, Wellington

21 FEBRUARY
Christchurch protests start

2 MARCH
Police stop Wellington protests

14 MARCH
$0.25 per litre cut to fuel taxes

1 APRIL
Halving of public transport fares for
three months

13 APRIL
New Zealand moves to orange
traffic light setting
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Response rates

A total of 16,102 potential respondents were
randomly selected from the Electoral Roll and
invited to participate. From these invitations,
including recontacts, 2,612 respondents in the
Auckland region completed the survey. The
overall response rate for Auckland is 17%. This
response rate is slightly lower than the 2022 total
8-city response rate of 21%.

The total number of completed surveys (2,612)
includes 411 who took part in the 2018 and/ or the
2020 survey who agreed to be re-contacted. This
was to boost the number of completed surveys
received from harder-to-reach groups and from
older age-groups in a few local boards where
responses were lower than anticipated.

An explanation of the response rate calculation
and response rates by council are provided in the
Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report.

16,102

Survey invitation letters

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Response rate Auckland
(and sourced from the
Electoral Roll)

N\
17%

completed the questionnaire

9

2,201

who were sourced from the
Electoral Roll

411

who were sourced from the
2018 and 2020 surveys

-
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Questionnaire design

Many of the questions in the 2022 questionnaire were
identical to those asked in the 2020 Quality of Life
survey. However, question wording was updated for a
few guestions and some new questions were added,
including those about the impacts of COVID-19.

There are also some slight differences in question
wording depending on individual council requirements
and the size of the council jurisdiction. For example, the
Auckland questionnaire referred to ‘your local area’
throughout the survey, whereas all other questionnaires
referred to the city name (e.g. ‘Hutt City’).

A full version of the Auckland questionnaire is included in
Appendix 4.

Differences between the 2020 and 2022 Quality of Life
guestionnaires are outlined in the Quality of Life Survey
2022 Technical Report.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NN Q
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Notes about this report

This report outlines the Auckland results to all
questions asked in the 2022 Quality of Life
survey. Results are presented in tabular format
with short accompanying text.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Council area results
The results for Auckland are sampled and weighted to be representative by age within
gender, ethnicity and ward.

For the Auckland total, the results for each community area are post-weighted to their
respective proportion of the Auckland population to ensure results are representative.
For example, the sample aged 25 to 49 years of n=1,143 is 44% of the total sample size.
However as their population is 48% of the Auckland population, their responses have
been weighted so they represent 48% of the total Auckland result.

Rounding
Due to the effects of rounding, percentages shown in charts may not always add to 100.

Net counts

The ‘net’ results (aggregated scores) have been calculated using the statistically correct
method of adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the
total. This means results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in
the charts due to rounding.

Base sizes

All base sizes shown on charts and on tables (n=) are unweighted base sizes. Please
note that any base size of under n=100 is considered small and under n=50 is
considered extremely small. Results should be viewed with caution.
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Notes about this report

Margin of error

All sample surveys are subject to sampling error.

Based on a total sample size of 2,612 respondents,
the results shown in this survey for Auckland are
subject to a maximum sampling error of plus or
minus 1.9% at the 95% confidence level. That is,
there is a 95% chance that the true population
value of a recorded figure of 50% actually lies
between 48.1% and 51.9%. As the sample figure
moves further away from 50%, the error margin
decreases.

Subgroup

Males

Females

Under 25 years
25-49 years

50-64 years

65+ years

European/ Other
Maori

Pacific

Asian

Rodney

Hibiscus and Bays
Upper Harbour
Kaipatiki

Devonport — Takapuna
Henderson — Massey
Waitakere Ranges
Whau

Albert-Eden
Waiheke-Great Barrier
Waitemata
Puketapapa
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei

Howick

Franklin
Mangere-Otahuhu
Manurewa
Otara-Papatoetoe
Papakura

Auckland total

Sample target

1221
1279
328
1202
569
401
1438
237
314
713
100
158
100
135
100
171
100
120
153
100
144
100
14
129
21
10
105
131
119
100
2500

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Sample achieved

1221
1389
314
1143
627
528
1672
441
258
581
10
165
17
151
105
148
109
m
158
121
123
134
18
124
201
124
99
124
146
124
2612

Maximum margin
of error (95% level
of confidence)

2.8%
2.6%
5.6%
2.9%
3.9%
4.3%
2.4%
4.7%
6.1%
4.1%
9.5%
7.7%
9.2%
8.1%
9.7%
8.1%
9.5%
9.4%
7.9%
9.0%
9.0%
8.6%
9.2%
8.9%
7.0%
8.9%
10.0%
8.9%
8.2%
8.9%
1.9%
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Notes about this report

Reporting on significant differences

Throughout this report an upward chevron (V') is used to indicate a net result for
a demographic sub-group that is statistically higher than the total Auckland
result, while a downward chevron (V') is used to flag a net result that is
statistically lower than the Auckland total. Where a demographic sub-group
result is compared with the total, the ‘total’ result excludes the sub-group being
compared.

Statistical differences are only highlighted when two criteria are met:
» the difference is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level and
» the difference in results is five percentage points or greater.

When a question has been asked consistently in 2020 and 2022, results have
been compared. If there is a significant difference of five or more percentage
points between the 2020 and 2022 results at Auckland total level, this is noted
in the commentary for that question.

Appendix 2 contains tables that compare 2020 and 2022 results on key
indicators.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Question numbering

The numbering displayed in the notes underneath
charts throughout this report correlates with the
question numbers as they appear in the hard copy
questionnaire (the questionnaire for Auckland is
included for reference as Appendix 4).
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TE KOROU O TE ORA /
QUALITY OF LIFE

This section presents results on respondents’
perceptions of their overall quality of life and
whether it has changed compared to a year
ago.
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Overall Quality
of life

Eighty-two percent of respondents in
Auckland rated their overall Quality
of life positively, with 9% rating it as
‘extremely good’, 32% as ‘very good’
and 41% as ‘good’. Just 5% rated their
Quality of life negatively.

Residents living in Rodney (92%),
Waiheke-Great Barrier (90%), Orakei
(93%) and Franklin (89%) local board
areas were more positive about their
Quality of life than the rest of
Auckland.

Those living in Henderson-Massey
(74%), Mangere-Otahuhu (63%) and
Otara-Papatoetoe (61%) were less
positive about their Quality of life
than rest of Auckland.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Overall Quality of life — by local boards (%)

Net Good Net Poor
(5+6+7): (1+2+3):

Auckland Total (n=2611) WEREREE e 13 Bl 82 5
Rodney (n=110) IEEEMm e e s 1 9n 2
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 8 88 5
Upper Harbour (n=116) 1 88 1
Kaipatiki (n=151)  EEEERNTEEe e 9 Bl 86 5
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) BEME 0w o8 87 4
Henderson-Massey (n=148) 17 [ 6 [3] 74v 9
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 1 83 5
Whau (n=111) 16 Eil 79 4
Albert-Eden (n=158) EENI I o @ 86 4
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 8 90" 2
Waitemata (n=123) 14 82 4
Puketapapa (n=134) WEMIEE B 83 6
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) ~ WMo 1 e 80 9
Orakei (n=124) 417 93" 3
Howick (n=201)  BEMEPEi 14 79 7
Franklin (n=124) 6 89" 5

Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) 27 [ 9 ) 63" 10"
Manurewa (n=124) 127 83 4

Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) RN e 32 61v
Papakura (n=124) 18 1201 78

. Extremely good

. Very good . Good

Neither poor nor good . Poor . Very poor .

Extremely poor

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @3. Would you say that your overall quality of life is...
(1 — Extremely poor, 2 — Very poor, 3 — Poor, 4 — Neither poor nor good, 5 —

Good, 6 — Very good, 7 — Extremely good)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents
and creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Overall Quality
of life

Maori and Pacific respondents
were less positive about their
Quality of life than Auckland
respondents overall, with 76% and
66% rating their Quality of life as
‘good’ respectively.

No significant differences in
combined positive or negative
ratings were apparent across age
groups.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Overall Quality of life — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Good Net Poor
(5+6+7):  (1+2+3):
Auckland Total (n=2611) [ g 82 5
P— T
waori(n-as0) IR W 76" 7
e I T
Asian (n=58) 5 El 8 4

. Extremely good . Very good . Good

Neither poor nor good . Poor . Very poor .

Extremely poor

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q3. Would you say that your overall quality of life is...
(1 — Extremely poor, 2 — Very poor, 3 — Poor, 4 — Neither poor nor good, 5 —

Good, 6 — Very good, 7 — Extremely good)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents
and creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.



o Net Net
Pe I‘CG |Ved Increased Decreased

. . . 4+5): 1+2):

S Quality of life Auckland Total (n=2571) 23 v o
Research Design com pa red With Rodney (n=108) 44 33 | 8| 13 !
. Hibiscus and Bays (n=162) 44 . 33 | 9o | 1 45
Quality of Life 12 monthS pI’IOI‘ Upper Harbour (n=113) 53 16 32
Kaipatiki (n=151) [ 40 19 ol
Built & Natural Four in ten respondents (40%) Devonport-Takapuna (n=103) 1 13 | 52 15 33
Environment living in Auckland feel their Henderson-Massey (n=144) 114 | 37 .39 ]| 8 | 15 47
Quality of life has decreased Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 51 29 |G| 14 35
Housing over the past year, while 17% feel Whau (n=108) 45 L34 | 8| 12 42
it has increased. Albert-Eden (n=157) 46 20 34
Public Transport Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=118) 12 | 49 . 32 6| 13 38
Residents living in Mangere- Waitemata (n=123) 40 23 37
Health & Wellbeing Otahuhu (30%) were significantly Puketapapa (n=133) 42 14 44
more likely to state their Quality Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=114) [N IEEI 36 24 39
Locsll Esres of life has increased (compared Orakei (n=121)  [NEEEN 49 15 36
with 17% for Auckland). Those Howick (n=199) 40 A 15 44

Community, Culture & living in Hibiscus and Bays (11%) Mange,e_g;ﬂnu((nnjzz 26 * 42 e 31(1)A 2481"

Social Networks were less likely than residents in

other local board areas to note _ Manurewa n=121) (I - 20 40
Climate Change an increase. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 37 23 40
Papakura (n=120) 45 3 | 8| 15 40

Employment & Economic

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceived Quality of life compared with 12 months prior — by local boards (%)

Increased to

Decreased to

. Increased Significantly Stayed About the Same . Decreased Significantly

Some Extent Some Extent

Wellbeing

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents {(excluding not answered)

Source: Q4. Compared to 12 months ago, would you say your quality of life has...

(1 — Decreased significantly, 2 — Decreased to some extent, 3 — Stayed about the same, 4 —
Increased to some extent, 5 — Increased significantly)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Perceived
Quality of life
compared with
12 months prior

Maori and Pacific respondents
were more likely to feel their
Quality of life has increased over
the last 12 months compared with
rest of Auckland (23% and 27%
respectively compared to 17%).

Auckland respondents aged under
25 (29%) were more likely than
older age groups to report their
Quality of life has increased in the
last 12 months. Those aged 50
plus were less likely to report an
improved Quality of life (10%
among those aged 50 to 64 and
7% among those aged 65 plus,
compared with 17% overall).

. Increased Significantly

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceived Quality of life compared with 12 months prior — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2571) 43
Under 25 (n=313) 43
25— 49 (n=1143) 39
50 — 64 (n=614) In 46
65+ (n=501) :n 54
European (n=1645) 44
Maori (n=431) 39
Pacific (n=256) 38
Asian (n=575) 44

Increased to
Some Extent

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q4. Compared to 12 months ago, would you say your quality of life has...

(1 — Decreased significantly, 2 — Decreased to some extent, 3 — Stayed about the same, 4 —
Increased to some extent, 5 — Increased significantly)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Stayed About the Same

Net Net
Increased Decreased
(4+5): (1+2):

.
e e .
.

Decreased to

Some Extent . Decreased Significantly

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the

corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Reasons for positive change

The 17% of respondents who indicated their Quality of life is
better now than 12 months ago were asked to describe in their
own words why they feel this way. Their responses were
coded into themes (comments could be coded across more
than one theme). The charts and tables in this section show
the main themes. For a more detailed breakdown of the codes
included within these themes please see Appendix 4.

Reasons for increased Quality of life

Most common explanations relate to work (36%), financial
wellbeing (35%), health and wellbeing (26%), lifestyle (25%) and
relationships (20%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Reasons for increased Quality of life — Auckland total (%)

Work related - 36%
Financial wellbeing - 35%

Health and wellbeing - 26%

Lifestyle - 25%
Relationships - 20%
Housing . 10%
Aspects of local area . 9%

*Net Positive effect of COVID-19 I 3%

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Base: All respondents who say their Quality of life has increased compared to 12 months
ago (n=429)

Source: Q5. Why do you say your quality of life has changed?

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey.
See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

*The net refers to any comments across all themes (e.g. financial wellbeing,
health, etc.) that referenced Covid-19 when making that comment.
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“I'm motivated to stay active, long
walks, gym, sit at a beach, or park,
rather than inside on my phone, on
laptop, watching TV etc. I've got my
finances in a better and
manageable state, which allows for
more options to do things, live
comfortably, got a roof over my
head, food on my table, family and
friends, job security is looking good
for the foreseeable future. I've
found that work-life balance in life,
very grateful for what I have.”

Male, 50-64 years

“COVID has allowed more
flexibility in my life so can work
from home and study from home.
This has meant rather than spend
long hours at work, | have more
time for family and myself.”

Female, 25-49 years

Examples of verbatim comments —
increased Quality of life

“l have been able to put some
money aside in a saving account.
My kids and myself as a single
mother are able to do extra
things because we can afford it.”

Female, 50-64 years

v

“COVID has meant that I can work
from home and therefore spend less
time travelling to and from the city
for my job.”

Female, 25-49 years

“Having less restrictions in terms
of COVID has definitely made a
difference. Also, in a good place in
terms of mental and physical
health, with work, socially, etc.”

Male, 18-24 years




Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Reasons for positive change

Introduction

Research Design Reasons for increased Quality of life compared to 12 months prior (main themes) — by age and ethnicity (%)

Financial Health and . . . . Aspects of local *Positive effect
Quality of Life Work related wellbeing wellbeing Lifestyle Relationships of COVID-19
36 35 26 25 20 10 9 6 3

Auckland Total (n=429)
Built & Natural

Environment Under 25 (n=83) 60" 28 31 23 22 9 3V 7 1
Housing 25 — 49 (n=241) 33 420 25 22 22 1 8 5 3
50 - 64 (n=65) 21V 26 25 31 13 7 12 8 an
Public Transport
65+ (n=40) 2v 21 19 397 1 10 29" 5 6
sl & Selloctig European (n=269) 35 36 22 29 23 12 1 4 4
Local Issues Maori (n=94) 29 32 25 29 24 7 8 9 2
. Pacific (n=70) 34 29 420 18 21 4y 6 7 4
Community, Culture &
Social Networks Asian (n=85) 42 43 22 24 13 10 8 7 1

Climate Change

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Base: All respondents who say their Quality of life has increased compared to 12 months ago

Council Processes Source: @5. Why do you say your quality of life has changed? *The net refers to any comments across all themes (e.g. financial wellbeing,
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. health, etc.) that referenced Covid-19 when making that comment.

See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) Q

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Reasons for negative change

The 40% of respondents who indicated their Quality of life is worse
compared to 12 months ago were asked to describe in their own
words why they feel this way. Their responses were coded into
themes (comments could be coded across more than one theme).
The charts and tables in this section show the main themes. For a
more detailed breakdown of the codes included within these themes
please see Appendix 4.

Reasons for decreased Quality of life

Reduced financial wellbeing (59%) is the most prevalent theme,
followed by lifestyle considerations (32%), aspects of the local area
(26%) and reduced health and/or wellbeing (22%).

Nearly one in three (32%) specifically mentioned an issue that
referenced COVID-19 in their response (e.g., loss of freedom).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Reasons for decreased of Quality of life — Auckland total (%)

Reduced financial wellbeing _ 59%
Litestyle [ 32%
Aspects of local area - 26%
Reduced health and wellbeing - 22%
Work related . 13%
Housing . 1%
Relationships . 1%
Other . 8%

*Net Negative effect of COVID-19 [l 32%

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Base: All respondents who say their Quality of life has decreased compared to 12 months
ago (n=1017)

Source: @5. Why do you say your quality of life has changed?

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey.
See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

*The net refers to any comments across all themes (e.g. financial wellbeing,
health, etc.) that referenced Covid-19 when making that comment.
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“A lot of expenses have become
more expensive such as fuel, bills,
food. Work life is not very easy as
one person’s role becomes multiple
roles. Causing more stress on
peoples well being. Trying to
reduce this stress has been very
difficult as well because certain
jobs have unrealistic condition just
to be accepted.”

Male, 18-24 years

“COVID restrictions on movement,
where you can go and what you can
do. General anxiety in society has
increased and hesitancy about
planning the future. So much more
uncertainty. Places have closed down
and Auckland might not be the best
place to live. Medical procedures put
off. Prices going up.”

Female, 65+ years

Examples of verbatim comments —
decreased Quality of life

“Life has a lot more stress and
uncertainty because of CRL major
works outside our business in the
CBD. COVID has also decreased
income and made it tough socially.”
Female, 25-49 years

“Generally the cost of living that has
risen significantly while the living
wage hasn't been at par to sustain a
quality of life we have before.”

Male, 50-64 years

“The length of lockdowns have
caused limitations due to income.
Sporting and social events to be
drastically reduced. Also general lack
of access to medical care that is
considered ‘non urgent’.”

Female, 25-49 years
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Reasons for negative change

Introduction
Reasons for decreased Quality of life compared to 12 months prior (main themes) — by age and ethnicity (%)

Research Design

. . Lifestyle Work related Housing *Net Negative
Poor Financial . Aspects of |Poor Health and| .. . . . .
Quality of Life el (interests/ local area Welbeng (job/ vocation/ | (quantity/ | Relationships Other effect of
y activities) prospects) quality/cost) COVID-19

Built & Natural Auckland Total (n=1017) 59 32 26 22 13 1 1 8 32
Environment

Under 25 (n=92) 54 30 21 24 17 14 " 9 35

Housing 25 — 49 (n=458) 67" 33 21V 22 14 13 10 6 32

. - = 2 17v

Public Transport 50 - 64 (n=273) 58 28 33 13 9 10 7 31

65+ (n=194) 37V 34 30 28" 7V 4y 12 187 31
Health & Wellbeing

European (n=640) 56 36 29 24 14 9 14 9 34

Local Issues Maori (n=165) 52 31 23 3 15 12 12 9 29

Community, Culture & Pacific (n=90) 60 25 10v 25 16 16 8 1 28
Social Networks

Asian (n=239) 65" 29 25 15Y 13 12 6Y 5 32
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Base: All respondents who say their Quality of life has decreased compared to 12 months ago *The net refers to any comments across all themes (e.g. financial wellbeing, (Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)
Council Processes Source: Q5. Why do you say your quality of life has changed? health, etc.) that referenced Covid-19 when making that comment.

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the
Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details

Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) e

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Health & Wellbeing whether they consider moving out of their

city. It also covers the sense of pride
Local Issues

residents have in their local area and

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

perceptions of whether or not specific
issues are problematic there.
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Wellbeing
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Perception of local area as a great place to live — by local boards (%)
Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):
Introduction .
Perceptlon of local Auckland Total (n=2588) 16 75 9
Research Design Rodney (n=108) 14 81
9 area as a great N
Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) 7 8o 4
[ J
Quality of Life place to live Upper Harbour (n=116) 13 g4 2
Kaipatiki (n=151) 14 82" 4
Built & Natural Three in four Auckland respondents Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 1 86~ 3V
Environment (75%) agreed their local area is a great Henderson-Massey (n=144) 26 [ 9 i 64 10
place to live, while just 9% disagreed. Waitakere Ranges (n=iog)  NESNPZNNNNEEE 20 68 12
Housing Whau (n=1t1) 24 [ 10 i 65 1
There were differences across
A - . Albert-Eden (n=15g) N 12 81 6
8 nda. | nts 1N Al n
Public Transport uckla . esidents Scusoa Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 7N 4 11 91
Bays (89%), Upper Harbour (84%), Waitemats (n=122) 24 EEEA 64 12
Health & Wellbeing Kaipatiki (82%), Devonport-Takapuna Puketapapa (n=131) R 10D 72 12
[} H _ H o,
(86%), Waiheke-Great Barrier (91%), Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=t16) I S 21 65 14
Local Issues Orakei (91%) and Franklin (88%) were Orakei (n=120) 4Bl 9t
more likely to agree their area is a Howick (n=200)  IEEREENc . 14 78
Community, Culture & great place to live. Franklin (n=124)  IET M . 7 88"
Social Networks . Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) (VAN 10 i 71 12
Residents of Henderson-Massey Manurewa (n=123) 19 64" 7
Climate Change (64%), Whau (65%), Waitemata (64%) Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 27 58" 167
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (65%), Papakura (n=123) I M 25 60 16"
WeIIbeing (58%) and Papakura (60%) were less . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree . Strongly Disagree
Ilkely to agree their area is a gl’eat Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Council Processes p|ace to live. Source: @6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement: :‘eusmuEs:n‘z;z?fez:‘;%”;;;?igf:;'2?]:]z;‘isgifr?e‘j;)tss;ﬁ;" The

“<local area > is a great place to live?
(1 - Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

. 5 — Strongly agree)
Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Perception of local area as a great place to live — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction Net Agree Net Disagree

Perception of @S (w2

local area as a . s s
great place to live o B n
o B 2 o

Environment differences in ratings of their

s EE o

Housing by ethnicity.
65+ (1=513 n B e :
Public Transport Those aged 65 plus had the
most positive perceptions of al European (n=1653) s BE s 8
Health & Wellbeing age groups: 83% agreed that
Local Issues to live (compared with 75%

overall) Pacifc (1=258) o R~ °

Community, Culture &

SREE N Asian (n=578) 55 GO o | 2 10

Climate Change

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree . Strongly Disagree
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) ‘
Source: @6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The net results have been calculated by adding together the
COUnCil Processes “<local area > is a great place to live*? number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

(1 — Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree, figures in the chart due to rounding.

5 — Strongly agree)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Appendix




Introduction . (a+5): (1+2):
Perception of Auckland Total (n=2582) 48 T ! 40
Research Design Ioca I area Rodney (n=109)  gjmecmm 51 29 | O | 1 37
Hibiscus and Bays (n=161) o 46 10 44
Quality of Life compared with 12 Upper Harbour (n=114) s 54 15 31
Kaipatiki (n=151) 54 12 34
[ )
Built & Natural evonport-Takapuna (n=103) 54 19 27
; _ i - I
Environment Four in ten respondents (40%) felt Henderson-Massey (n=146) 43 40 9 47
their local area has got worse as a Waitakere Ranges (n=109) Bl 54 26 | G| 15 32
Housing place to live compared with 12 Whau (n=109) 45 15 4
. . Albert-Eden (n=157)  {I0E 48 35 | 38| 43
months ago, while 12% felt it has got ( )
Public Transport better Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=118) [l 58 35
' Waitemata (n=123) {0 40 6" 547
(19%), Maungakiekie-Tamaki (19%) Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)  [C] TSI 50 26 19 3
Local Issues and Mangere-Otahuhu (20%) local Orakei (n=120) [y 59 15 26V
. Howick (n=199) 721 36| v
board areas were more likely to W" ( : 8 48 - — / 4°
Community, Culture & agree their local area has become a Fronklin(nt24) @ 53 EE—— K St
Social Networks better place to live Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) BT 36 34 | 10 | 2070 44
' Manurewa (n=121) 49 9 42
Climate Change Those living in Waitemata (54%) and Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) V| 15 44
Papakura (n=121) BRI 38 12 50"

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Papakura (50%) were more likely to
state their local area has become
worse in the previous 12 months.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of local area compared to 12 months earlier — by local boards (%)

B Much Better [ Sslightly Better

Net Better Net Worse

Stayed the Same . Slightly Worse . Much Worse

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q7. And in the last 12 months, do you feel <local area > has got better, worse or stayed
the same as a place to live?

(1= Much worse, 2 — Slightly worse, 3 — Stayed the same, 4 — Slightly better, 5 — Much better)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Perception of
local area
compared with 12
months earlier

Pacific respondents (21%) were more
likely to feel their local area has
become a better place to live over
the last year compared with the rest
of Auckland (12%).

Asian respondents (35%) were less
likely than the rest of the sample to
feel that their local area had become
a worse place to live (40%).

Respondents aged under 25 years
were less likely than older people to
think that their local area has got
worse as a place to live (35%
compared with the rest of Auckland
at 40%), while those aged 50 to 64
years (45%) were more likely than
the rest of Auckland to think this.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of local area compared to 12 months earlier — by

age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (h=2582)

Under 25 (n=313)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=619)

65+ (n=507)

European (n=1653)

Maori (n=434)

Pacific (n=255)

Asian (n=575)

. Much Better . Slightly Better

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q7. And in the last 12 months, do you feel <local area > has got better, worse or stayed

the same as a place to live?

(1= Much worse, 2 — Slightly worse, 3 — Stayed the same, 4 — Slightly better, 5 — Much better)

Net Better Net Worse
(4+5): (1+2):

B - o
EEmsE - -
e - -
T T

B - -

.
KN 5
.
(o IR
Lo o
o] .
N .
e
2

Stayed the Same . Slightly Worse . Much Worse

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Reasons for
negative change

The most prevalent explanations,
given by the 40% who feel their
local area has become a worse
place to live, relate to crime/crime
rates (34%), more high density/multi-
storey housing (24%) and/or an
increase in the presence of people
they feel uncomfortable around,
such as gangs or youths (20%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Reasons for negative change — Auckland total (%)

Crime/crime rate has increased |G 3 4%
More housing developments/high density housing/multi-storey housing | NN  24°%

Greater presence of people they feel uncomfortable around (incl gangs/youths loitering) I 20%

More traffic/traffic congestion I 15%
Area looks rundown, dirty, untidy, rubbish littering the streets | N 13%
Homelessness/lack of suitable, affordable housing B 10%

Noisy I 10%
Lack of amenities such as shops, malls, movie theatres, libraries, dfg((::tiﬁ{ise,sl?cg%;e:]{/zﬁzret: B 10%
Do not feel safe N 9%
More violent offending B 0%
Parking issues [N 9%
Lack of maintenance by the council (incl. parks and public spaces) [ IlIlIIEGEG 9%
High cost of living B 3
Infrastructure failing to keep up with demand I 7%
Dissatisfaction with Government/local government T A
Poor driving behaviours B 6%
Poor roading/roading maintenance B 6%

Increase in population [ 6%
Too much construction going on [ 6%
Poverty/beggars on the street Bl 5%

Negative impact of COVID-19 and lockdowns [l 5%

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Base: Those who say their local area has got worse as a place
to live (excluding not answered) (n=1022)

Source: Q8. Why do you say <local area > has changed as a
place to live?
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Reasons for negative change

Why worse as a place to live — by age and ethnicity (%)
Introduction

Themes mentioned by those who say their local area has got worse as a place to live

Research Design

Greater
Crime has |More housing presence of More Area looks Homelessness/ Lack of More . Lack O.f
. . . people they feel . rundown/ . " violent Parking council
Quality of Life increased |developments traffic : lack housing amenities | feel safe ; X
uncomfortable dirty offending maintenance
around
Built & Natural Auckland Total (n=1022) 34 24 20 15 13 10 10 10 9 9 9 9
Environment
Under 25 (n=103) 38 25 21 15 13 9 10 7 12 10 3 2v
Housing 25 — 49 (n=443) 410 177 21 13 13 13 S 12 8 12 6 7
50 — 64 (n=285) 29V 30" 20 18 14 7 1 8 9 6 147 9
Public Transport 65+ (n=191) 199 36" 13 18 13 6 12 8 9 5 16~ 17
. European (n=677 32 27 18 14 15 9 8 13 7 7 9 13
Health & Wellbeing pean | )
Maori (n=167) 38 19 24 14 14 6 12 9 10 " 6 10
Local Issues Pacific (n=89) 39 22 36" 10 10 12 9 3v 1 26" 4 i
Asian (n=201) 421 187 17 18 9 1 12 8 1 8 1 3Y

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)
Council Processes

Base: Those who say their local area has got worse as a place to live (excluding not answered)

Source: @8. Why do you say <local area > has changed as a place to live?
Appendix @

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Reasons for positive
change

The two most commonly cited
explanations, given by the 12% who
feel their local area has become a
better place to live, were that the
area has good or improved
amenities (20%) and/or that there
are commercial and/or residential
building developments/renovations
in the area (18%).

Having a good sense of community
spirit was mentioned third (13%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Reasons for positive change — Auckland total (%)

Good/improved/new amenities such as shops, malls, movie theatres,
libraries, doctors, hospital, etc.

Building developments/renovations - commercial and residential

Good sense of community/community spirit

Good roads/roads being upgraded

Good maintenance of public amenities (incl. parks and public spaces)

Pedestrian and cycling initiatives

New projects/developments

Less traffic/traffic issues being addressed

Area looks clean, tidy, well kept (incl. beautification programmes)

Nicer people around

Good recreational facilities/lots of things to do

Good public transport

Feel safe

Everything is close by - shops, services, outdoor areas

Other — positive

N 20%
N 18%
N 13%
N 12%
BN 10%
BN 9%
BN 9%

N 8%

N 8%

N 8%
7%

Bl 5%

B 5%

B 5%

N 9%

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Base: Those who say their local area has got better as a place to live
(excluding not answered) (n=309)
Source: Q8. Why do you say <local area > has changed as a place to live?
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Reasons for positive change

e e e Why better as a place to live — by age and ethnicity (%)

Themes mentioned by those who say their area is better as a place to live

Research Design
Good

Good Building maintenance Pedestri~an New Less |Area looks NICEr Goo'd Good public Everything [ Other -
li f Lif o developments/| sense of : and cycling . ! . people |recreational Feel safe | . o
Qua ity of Life amenities . . of public S projects traffic | clean/tidy _ transport is close by | positive
renovations |community| amenities initiatives around facilities

BLI'E"" & Natural Auckland Total (n=309) 20 18 13 12 10 9 9 8 8 8 7 6 6 6 9
nvironment

Under 25 (n=44) 13 27 29" 6 7 6 12 1 13 13 3 4 14 0 12

Housing 25— 49 (n=142) 19 18 9 15 " 1 9 8 7 6 132 5 4 7 7

50 — 64 (n=64) 29 16 10 13 " 7 5 17n 6 9 oM 7 6 2 8
Public Transport

65+ (n=59) 21 10 13 1 9 1 10 5 " 5 2 10 2 13 12

Health & Wellbeing European (n=168) 24 15 9 9 157 13 1 9 7 4 8 9 4 5 10

Maori (n=56) 16 15 237 7 9 8 7 " 9 10 8 8 12 5 10

Local Issues Pacific (n=58) gv 24 26" 3v 2v 2 8 4 7 18 6 2 1 2 9

. Asi =78 23 16 4y 21" 1 ©) 1 " 5 8 6 6 1 4

Community, Culture & sian (n=78) o 0 0 0
Social Networks
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Council Processes Base Those who say their local area has got better as a place to live (excluding not answered) (Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)
Source: Q8. Why do you say <local area > has changed as a place to live?
Q72

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Appendix ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) e
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Consider moving
out of Auckland in
next 12 months

Sixty-one percent of Auckland
respondents indicated that they
were not considering moving out
of Auckland over the next 12
months, while 29% sometimes
considered a move.

One in ten were either seriously
considering moving out or were
definitely planning to move out
over the next 12 months.

» This is a new question in 2022, that was only

asked of those who completed the survey
online.

» Respondents answered in relation to their

specific city name (e.g., ‘Auckland’, ‘Hutt
City).

Consider moving out of Auckland in the next 12 months

— Auckland total (%)

I/we are not considering moving out in
the next 12 months

I/'we sometimes think about moving
out in the next 12 months

I/we are seriously considering moving
out in the next 12 months

I/'we are definitely planning to move
out in the next 12 months

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

7%

3%

Base: All Respondents who completed the survey online (excluding not
answered and excluding those who completed the survey in hard copy)

(n=2349)

Source: @110. Which of the following best describes whether you are
considering moving out of Auckland within the next 12 months?

39%
NET Consider moving out
of Auckland
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Consider moving out of Auckland in the next 12 months

Auckland Total (n=2349)
Rodney (n=93)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=146)
Upper Harbour (n=104)
Kaipatiki (n=146)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=95)
Henderson-Massey (n=129)
Waitakere Ranges (n=98)
Whau (n=103)

Albert-Eden (n=145)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=105)
Waitemata (n=115)
Puketapapa (n=113)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=107)
Orakei (n=105)

Howick (n=181)

Franklin (n=113)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=90)
Manurewa (n=113)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=135)
Papakura (n=113)

Not considering

moving

61
63
69"
63
66
67
57
63
56
67
64
55
70
61
69
64
60
46"
59
51
49V

Sometimes think
about moving

29
26
21
28
26
23
30
25
35
24
26
36
23
27
18Y
26
29
43"
32
40"
37

Base: All Respondents who completed the survey online (excluding not answered and excluding

those who completed the survey in hard copy)

Source: Q110. Which of the following best describes whether you are considering moving out of

Auckland within the next 12 months?

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Seriously considering
moving

O N N © N O 00 0N W o o1l © 00 © 0O N W 00 0N

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Definitely planning to [NET Consider moving

a N NN PP WD D =000 O~ o= 00N WW

out of Auckland

39
37
31
37
34
33
43
37
44
33
36
45
30
39
31
36
40
547
a4
49"
51"
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Introduction Consider moving out of Auckland in the next 12 months
Research Design Not considering Sometimes think | Seriously considering | Definitely planning to [NET Consider moving
moving about moving moving out of Auckland

Quality of Life Auckland Total (n=2349) 61 29 7 3 39

X Under 25 (n=313) 61 28 8 3 39
Built & Natural

Environment 25 — 49 (n=1142) 55 33 8 4 457

50 — 64 (n=515) 67" 23Y 6 3 33Y
Housing

65+ (n=379) 757 18Y 5 1 25V

Maori (n=386) 53Y 36" 8 3 477

Health & Wellbeing Pacific (n=241) 54Y 33 9 4 46"

Asian (n=541) 68" 26 5 2 32Y

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Base: All Respondents who completed the survey online (excluding not answered and excluding

Council Processes those who completed the survey in hard copy)
Source: Q110. Which of the following best describes whether you are considering moving out of

Auckland within the next 12 months?

Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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“The chances of owning a home in
Auckland without additional support
from family is pretty unlikely. As with
many individuals from South
Auckland, we don't have access and
support from family as they're in the
same position as us and unable to
comfortably live in Auckland.
Auckland is the hub of COVID, the
new homes are poorly built, Auckland
is dangerous. It's just not somewhere
a lot of people want to be anymore.”

Female, 25-49 years

“Mostly after COVID | have come to
realise that the window of opportunity
to explore other countries has
become narrow. I plan to move
overseas for the experience as well as
a large increase in income and
employment opportunities.”

Male, 25-49 years

Examples of verbatim comments —
reasons for planning to move

“Cheaper rent in other areas of NZ,
trying to find somewhere with less
crime, and violence. Somewhere
where I'm not afraid to take public
transportation because | might get
hurt. Somewhere that's overall safer
for my family.”

Female, 18-24 years

“Higher prices in Auckland, too
much traffic, noise, people. Other
family have moved out we would like
to be near them.”

Male, 65+ years

“Too expensive to live in Auckland.
The area that we have grown up in
is changing, prices going up and
we fear we will no longer be able
to afford to live in central suburbs.”

Female, 18-24 years
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Pride in look and
feel of local area

Fifty-six percent of Auckland
respondents agreed they feel a
sense of pride in the way their local
area looks and feels, while 21%
disagreed.

Residents in the following areas felt
more pride than the rest of Auckland:
Hibiscus and Bays and Upper
Harbour (both 70%), Devonport-
Takapuna (74%), Waiheke-Great
Barrier (81%), Orakei (74%), and
Franklin (70%).

The following areas were less likely
to report feeling a sense of pride in
their area: Waitemata (45%),
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (38%), Otara-
Papatoetoe (43%), Manurewa and
Papakura (both 46%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Pride in look and feel of local area — by local boards (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2597) 23 56 21
Rodney (n=110) 210 T 63 7
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) mEpEE 0 EsEm 18 10 1)) 70" 12Y
Upper Harbour (n=115) 21 [ 8 | 70" 9o
Kaipatiki (n=151) 27 51 23
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 16 e 4 o
Henderson-Massey (n=147) BNy 28 [ 18 | 7 | 48 24
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 24 48 28
Whau (n=110)  BEEINE s 27 51 22
Albert-Eden (n=158) IO S 24 59 v
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120)  IEONIN 0 e 13 e st 7
Waitemata (n=123)  IEEIEE e my 22 24 | 9 | 45" 33
Puketapapa (n=134) WA 30 49 21
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 33 38Y 297
Orakei (n=124) IEFEN e 16 e 74" n
Howick (n=198) 20 61 18
Franklin (n=124) 21 70 10
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) 25 [ 27 i 46 28
Manurewa (n=122) 23 [ 23 | 38| 46" 3t
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)  EEEEEEy 24 27 6 | 43Y 337
Papakura (n=122) 25 46" 29"
. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree . Strongly Disagree

The net results have been calculated by adding together the

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) ) 7
R . . . i number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
Source: Q6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement: results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

"I feel a sense of pride in the way <local area > looks and feels"? figures in the chart due to rounding.
(1— Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)
A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Pride in look and feel of local area — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

Pride In look (5 (w2
Research Design and feel of Auckland Total (n=2597) 23 56 21
local area 29 o a0
Environment less likely than others to agree
Housing the look and feel of their local
Public Transport
There were age related
, 0 European (1-1667) 2 A s 22
Health & Wellbeing differences: those aged under
Local Issues agree, while those aged 65 plus
Community, Culture & that they felt a sense of pride in
Social Networks the way their local areas look Asian (n=577) 22 59 19

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

and feel.

. Strongly Agree

. Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree

. Strongly Disagree

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
"I feel a sense of pride in the way <local area > looks and feels"?

(1— Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Perceived environmental
problems in local area -
summary

Respondents were asked to indicate whether
or not they perceived each of five specific
issues has been a problem in their local area
in the previous 12 months.

Traffic congestion was identified as ‘a big
problem’ or ‘a bit of a problem’ by 79%.

Limited parking in their local area was
considered to be a problem by 55%.

Of the three types of pollution considered,
noise pollution was the type most
acknowledged as a problem (54%), followed
by water pollution at 45%. Air pollution was
perceived as a problem by 31%.

Rating of issues as problem in local area (summary)

— Auckland total (%)

Traffic congestion (n=2604)

Limited parking in local area (n=2610) 23

Noise pollution (n=2605) 17

Water pollution, including pollution in streams,
rivers, lakes and in the sea (n=2605)

Air pollution (n=2603)

. A big problem . A bit of a problem

Base: All Respondents {(excluding not answered)
Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in
<local area > over the past 12 months?

23

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

31

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

39 19 VP 79

. Not a problem

42

61 31

O

Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding
together the number of respondents and creating a
proportion of the total. The results may differ slightly
from the sum of the corresponding figures in the
chart due to rounding.
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Air pollution

Three in ten (31%) Auckland
respondents indicated that air
pollution has been a problem in

their local area in the previous 12

months.

This varied across the region,
with residents in Whau (40%),
Waitemata (44%), Mangere-
Otahuhu (51%) and Otara-
Papatoetoe (46%) more likely to
rate air pollution as a problem.

Those living in Rodney, Upper
Harbour, Waitakere Ranges,
Waiheke-Great Barrier (all 18%),
Kaipatiki (19%), Franklin (22%),
and Hibiscus and Bays (23%)
were less likely to report air
pollution as an issue.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Air pollution perceived as problem in local area — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2603)
Rodney (n=107)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=164)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=150)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=122)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=123)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?
Air pollution

I - T — - — 9
I A - I 6
(s 49 9 73
6
10
I Y I 6
I T I — S
I T I 7 S B
14
loc | 23 / 63 [
4l 43/ __________________8 ______________P
9
14
8 | 3 | 45 | 16
4 2/ 63 [
N I — - W 4,

8
10
9
1

7 [ o5 | 60 [

. A bit of a problem . Not a problem

Net

A Problem

(1+2):
31
18"
23Y
18v
19V
25
37
18Y

40"
30
18Y
44
31
38
25
27
22V
510
37
46"

Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Air pollution

Maori (41%) and Pacific
respondents (53%) were
significantly more likely to feel
air pollution is an issue in their
area than the overall sample
(31%).

Younger respondents aged
under 25 (39%) were also more
likely to feel air pollution is an
issue, while those aged 65 plus
were less likely to consider it to
be an issue in their local area
(24%).

Air pollution perceived as problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

Auckland Total (n=2603) n © 31
o+ =2y [ N 2
cuoremincs I ¢ -
s N © -

B Abig problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?
Air pollution

. A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Water pollution

Just under half (45%) of
Auckland respondents indicated
that water pollution has been a
problem in their local area in the
previous 12 months.

Residents in Hibiscus and Bays
and Waiheke-Great Barrier (both
66%), Devonport-Takapuna
(56%), Whau (55%) and Mangere-
Otahuhu (56%) were more likely
to feel water quality was a local
problem.

Those in Albert-Eden (33%),
Puketapapa (34%), Manurewa
and Papakura (both 35%) were
less likely to feel water pollution
is an issue in their local area.

Water pollution perceived as problem in local area — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net
A Problem
(1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2605) 16 45
Rodney (n=108) 10 48
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 13 66"
Upper Harbour (n=116) 12 40
Kaipatiki (n=151) 14 40
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 9 567
Henderson-Massey (n=147) 18 47
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 15 48
Whau (n=110) 17 55
Albert-Eden (n=158) 19 33Y
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 3 66"
Waitemata (n=122) 25 36
Puketapapa (n=134) I Y A 18 347
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 19 42
Orakei (n=124)  EEENO T 5 47
Howick (n=201) ISP . 8 43
Franklin (n=124) | I E s e 19 40
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 15 56"
Manurewa (n=124) 21 35
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 16 53
Papakura (n=124) 18 35

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?

. A bit of a problem

Water pollution, including pollution in streams, rivers, lakes and in the sea
(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Water pollution perceived as problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%) Net

A Problem

Water pollution (1+2):

European (51%), Maori (53%) and

significantly more likely to feel

Introduction

Environment their local area. Asian
respondents (27%) were 50 - 64 (n=626) 12 46
Housing significantly less likely to feel this

Health & Wellbeing differences by age.

Public Transport

Local Issues

Community, Culture &

ranser [ N

Climate Change

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @12, To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

h 12 months?
the past onths figures in the chart due to rounding.

Water pollution, including pollution in streams, rivers, lakes and in the sea
(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Noise pollution

Just over one in two
respondents (54%) felt that
noise pollution has been a
problem in their local area in
the previous 12 months.

Residents in Henderson-
Massey (64%), Mangere-
Otahuhu (66%), Waitemata
(75%), Manurewa (67%), and
Otara-Papatoetoe (69%) were
more likely to feel noise
pollution was a problem.

Those in Rodney (32%),
Hibiscus and Bays (45%),
Devonport-Takapuna (37%),
Waiheke-Great Barrier (34%),
Orakei (36%) and Franklin (34%)
were less likely to feel noise
pollution was a problem in their
local area.

Noise pollution perceived as problem in local area — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (h=2605)
Rodney (n=108)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=163)
Upper Harbour (n=116)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=200)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99)
Manurewa (n=123)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?
Noise pollution

4
T S = A —
IO - — N 6
3
I R < =
4
5
5
7
3
2 40 | 21 |y
4
5
. g |2 J 63 |
T T ) — T R 3
A A =) - N
4
5
7
4

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net

A Problem
(1+2):

54
32Y
45Y

54

56
37V
64"
45

58

54
34Y
75"

52

62
36Y

52
34V
66"
67"
69"

54

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Noise pollution

Pacific (61%) and Maori (59%)
respondents were significantly
more likely than the overall
Auckland sample (54%) to feel
noise pollution has been a
problem in their local area.

Respondents aged 65 plus
(47%) were less likely to feel
that noise pollution has been a
problem in their area.

Noise pollution perceived as problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net

A Problem

(1+2):

B Abig problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over
the past 12 months?

Noise pollution

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the

number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Traffic congestion

Nearly eight in ten Auckland
respondents (79%) indicated
traffic congestion has been a
problem in their local area in the
previous 12 months, including
40% who considered it has been
a big problem.

Residents in Henderson-Massey
(88%) and Otara-Papatoetoe
(87%) were more likely than the
rest of Auckland to report traffic
congestion as an issue.

Those in Waiheke-Great Barrier

(33%) were least likely to consider

traffic congestionto be a
problem. Residents in Franklin
(67%), Puketapapa (68%) and
Waitemata (71%) were also less
likely to state traffic had been a
problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Traffic congestion perceived as problem in local area — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2604)
Rodney (n=109)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=164)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=147)
Waitakere Ranges (n=108)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=122)
Puketapapa (n=133)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?
Traffic congestion

46 |4 | 12 PV
43 [ 34 | 22

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net

A Problem
(1+2):

79
76
84
82
83
82
88”
72
80
78
33Y
7V
68Y
76
79
85
67"
76
83
87"
76

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Traffic congestion

There were no differences in
perceptions of traffic congestion
in their local area by ethnicity.

Respondents aged 65 plus (73%)
were less likely than younger
age groups to rate traffic
congestion as an issue in their
local area.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Traffic congestion perceived as problem in local area — Net
by age and ethnicity (%) A Problem

(1+2):

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

h 12 months?
the past onths figures in the chart due to rounding.

Traffic congestion
(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)



Net
Introduction . . . by local boards (%) A Problem
Limited parking in (12):
- . Auckland Total (n=2610) 3 55
Research Design
city centre/local Rodney (n=110) TSR O A I 2 52
. . Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) KIS s - S I - 52
Quality of Life area ys (n=155) iE] - - 3
Upper Harbour (n=117) S s s - O 60
e Over half of Auckland Kaipatiki (n=151) T s s - 53
: respondents (55%) felt limited Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) I 0000000 7 S 2 64
Environment pondents (55%) felt limite
parking has been a problem in Henderson-Massey (n=148) N E M 10 < I - 3 52
- - - ita - I T S S I 56
Housing their local area in the previous 12 Waitakere Ranges (n=109) = - L0 4
onths Whau (n=111) A S A S > 58
' Albert-Eden (n=158) TN 0 s 7 A 2 66"
Public Transport . Ap (e v
. . - = T I
Residents in Albert-Eden (66%) Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 2 2 45
- Waitemata (n=122) TS 1 s 7 S 65"
Health & Wellbeing and Waitemata (65%) were more p ka - ((n 134; - . - . 51
: . . uketapapa (n= I N S I I T 3
likely to report limited parking as o
o Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 8 55
Local Issues aproblem in their local area, Orakei (n=124)  EEETE P - S v S > 56
compared with the rest of Howick (n=201) S T =7 S 5 S 57
Community, Culture & Auckland. Franklin (n=124) IV s s = - 2 43
Social Networks , , ‘ Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 6 51
Those in Waiheke-Great Barrier Manurewa (n=124) o = o 43v
= - R - R
o) H .
Climate Change (45%), Franklin and Manurewa Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) NS S s S Y S 58
(both 43%) were less likely to Papakura (n=124) 3 52

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

report limited parking as a
problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Limited parking in city centre/local area perceived as problem in local area -

B A big problem

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over
the past 12 months?
Limited parking in city centre/local area
(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) Q

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Limited parking in
city centre/local
area

There were no significant
differences in perceptions of
limited parking within their local
area by ethnicity or age group.

Limited parking in city centre/local area perceived as problem in local area -

by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2610)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=627)

65+ (n=526)

European (n=1671)

Maori (n=441)

Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=581)

B Abig problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over

the past 12 months?
Limited parking in city centre/local area

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

. A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1= A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Affordability of housing costs — by local boards (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

Affordability of @)y (w2

Introduction

housing costs Auckland Total (n=2606) 5 34 48
Research Design Rodney (n=109) 20 39 38"
Nearly half (48%) of Auckland Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 36 [ 13 i 36 49
Quality of Life respondents disagreed that their Upper Harbour (n=117) -3 IR 16 34 48
current housing costs are Kaipatiki (n=151) 12 38 47
Built & Natural affordable. (Housing costs were Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 7 37 44
Environment defined as ‘including things like rent Henderson-Massey (n=148) 17 29 51
or mortgage, rates, house insurance Waitakere Ranges (n=108) 12 46" 38"
Housing and house maintenance’). Whau (n=111) ~ IENIEE 16 32 49
Albert-Eden (n=158) ~ MERIER 9 34 54
Public Transport One in three (34%) agreed that their Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) MMM 15 447 39"
housing costs are affordable. Waitemata (n=123) . 39 50
Health & Wellbeing Puketapapa (n=134) 14 34 48
Residents in the Waitakere Ranges Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 23 38 36"
Lol lesuEs (46%) and Waiheke-Great Barrier Orakei (n=124) 12 38 45
(44%) were more likely to agree that Howick (n=201) 14 27" 55
Community, Culture & their housing costs are affordable, Franklin (n=124)  MGRRIEES. 14 39 44
Social Networks while those in Howick (27%) and Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 17 N T 35 47
Otara-Papatoetoe (25%) were less Manurewa (n=123) 17 29 52
Climate Change likely to agree. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) A 22 6 25¢ 52
Papakura (n=123) 15 30 53
Employment & Economic
WeIIbeing . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Council Processes Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
you agree or disagree that: Your housing costs are affordable (by housing costs we results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

mean things like rent or mortgage, rates, house insurance and house maintenance) figures in the chart due to rounding.

. (1— Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)
Appendix P . .
Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Affordability of housing costs — by age and ethnicity (%)
Net Agree Net Disagree

oo (4+5): (1+2):
troduction Affordability of
hOUSIﬂg costs Auckland Total (n=2606) 15 34 48
Research Design
(o)
Quality of Life more likely to agree that their
e 2549 (=143 1
Built & Natural while Pacific (28%) and Asian
Environment respondents (26%) were less likely -
oo [7] R
Housing _
Perceptions of affordability n i 14 n o4 30"
Public Transport increased with age. Only 20% of
those under 25 considered their Furopean (n=1669) ﬂ & 40" 45
Health & Wellbeing housing costs are affordable,
o HNECI 2 =
Local Issues 50 to 64 years and 54% of the 65
plus age group considering them Pacifc (+-257 v 28 w0
Community, Culture & affordable.

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Over half of the under 50 age
group disagreed that their housing
costs are affordable (55% of under
25s and 53% of those aged 25 to
49 years).

. Strongly Agree

. Agree Neither . Disagree

. Strongly Disagree

. Don’t know

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do
you agree or disagree that: Your housing costs are affordable (by housing costs we
mean things like rent or mortgage, rates, house insurance and house maintenance)
(1— Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) e

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

Council Processes

Appendix
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Suitability of home type — by local boards (%)
Net Agree Net Disagree
Introduction S U ita bi I ity Of e e
home type Auckland Total (n=2610) EEEEFEE 0 E 9 74 17
Research Design Rodney (n=110) 4 87" 9
Three-quarters (74%) of Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) s WEMI 80 "
Quality of Life Auckland respondents agreed Upper Harbour (n=117) 10 I 78 5
that the type of home they live Kaipatiki (n=15) 6 79 N
Built & Natural in suits their needs and the Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 6 e 84" ?
Environment needs of others in their Henderson-Massey (n=148) 1 72 8
household. Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 7 IR 74 ©
Housing Whau (n=111)  IEEEEEE Y S 8 I A 66 >
Those living in Rodney (87%), Albert-Eden (n=158) 8 HEEINEA 72 8
Public Transport Devonport-Takapuna (84%) and Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 16 [ 74 8
Franklin (87%) were more likely Waitemata (n=123) 5 76 19
Health & Wellbeing to agree that their housing was Puketapapa (n=134) 10 74 16
suitable for their needs. Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 1 70 9
Local Issues Orakei (n=124) 10 82 o
However those living in Howick (n=201) 9 76 15
S Ciue & Mangere-Otahuhu (57%), Otara- Franklin (n=124) o 6 87" 7
Social Networks Papatoetoe (58%), Manurewa Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) B 18 | 10 [ 57 28"
and Papakura (both 65%), were Manurewa (n=124) 8| 8 | 65" 26"
Climate Change significantly less likely to agree Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 13 58" 28"
that their housing was suitable Papakura (n=124) 15 65" 20
Employment - \I/Evceci;’l];;?]l; for their needs. . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Council Processes Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do number of respondents and creating a praportion of the total, The
you agree or disagree that: The type of home you live in suits your needs and the results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
needs of others in your household figures in the chart due to rounding.
(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)
Appendix » Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) e
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Suitability of home type — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

Suita bility of (4+5); (1+2):
home type Auckland Total (n=2610) “ 9 74 17

o Ui 25 =314 10 oo

Quality of Life respondents (54%) were less

elvto fee that he ype of 25— 49 (=143 10 2
Built & Natural

home they live in suits their

Environment needs and the needs of their 50 — 64 (N=627) g . s
household, compared with the

Housing rest of Auckland (74%). 65+ (n=526) . H g8 v

Introduction

Research Design

Public Transport Perceived suitability of housing
was significantly lower among European (n=1672) 7 79" 14
Health & Wellbeing those aged 25 to 49 (69%) and
highest among those aged 65 Maori (n=441) “ 1 E 69 20
Local Issues and over (88% agreeing that

Community, Culture &

Social Networks fen 75E0) ° B

Climate Change

Employment & Economic . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Wellbeing
Base: Al Requndents Fex;ludlng not answered) 3 R The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Council Processes Source: Q9. Th|s question is about the home that you ‘curre.ntly live in. How much do number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
you agree or disagree that: The type of home you live in suits your needs and the results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
needs of others in your household figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1 — Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)
Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Suitability of
location of
home

Just over three quarters (77%)
agreed that the general area or
neighbourhood they live in suits
their needs and the needs of others
in their household.

Residents in Hibiscus and Bays
(86%), Devonport-Takapuna (88%),
Albert-Eden (86%), Franklin (88%)
and Orakei (95%) local board areas
were significantly more likely to
agree that the general area or
neighbourhood they live in meets
their needs.

Those living in Henderson-Massey
(70%), Whau (62%), Maungakiekie-
Tamaki (69%), Manurewa (63%),
Otara-Papatoetoe (56%) and
Papakura (59%) were less likely to
agree, compared with the rest of
Auckland.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Suitability of location of home — by local boards (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2606) RN 1 ENE 77 i
Rodney (n=109) | S I I 13 83 >
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 7 =X 8¢
Upper Harbour (n=117) - ey S I - I 10 81
Kaipatiki (n=151) 9 WEmI 82
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 5 I g’
Henderson-Massey (n=148) 18 EEmE 70" 12
Waitdkere Ranges (n=108) 13 IEEX 77 10
Whau (n=111) 20  IEEEE 627 e
Albert-Eden (n=158) 3 6 ) 86"
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 9 84
Waitemata (n=123) 10 83
Puketapapa (n=134) 1 79 10
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117)  [EZNN . 13 69" 18"
Orakei (n=123) | N [ o5 4
Howick (n=201) 0 78 10
Franklin (n=124) 5 =7 88" 5
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) TN I s 4 I E 75 19
Manurewa (n=123) 21 AR 63 “
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) s | 48 | 20 16 | 7 56Y 237
Papakura (n=123) s e 22 T4 AN 59 18*
. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do
you agree or disagree that: The general area or neighbourhood your home is in suits
your needs and the needs of others in your household?

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Net Agree Net Disagree

Suitability of location of home — by age and ethnicity (%) (a+5): (1+2):

Introduction SUltablllty Of
location of Auckland Total (n=2606) 1 n 77 1

home
ner 5 " - B
Quiality of Life - o
Pacific respondents (65%) were
less likely than other ethnic 25 — 49 (n=1143) 12 4 75 13
Built & Natural nl

groups to agree that the general

oEE v -

their needs and the needs of

Those aged 65 ps vere 3 I

significantly more likely to agree

neighbourhood they live in suits

Research Design

Environment

Housing

Public Transport
Health & Wellbeing

Local |
SEEEISSHES their needs (87%), compared

e [ o Em v e
. with the rest of Auckland (77%). - n
Community, Culture &
Social Networks Asten (17579 o Kl 2

Climate Change

Employment & Economic . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
. Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
Council Processes you agree or disagree that: The general area or neighbourhood your home is in suits results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

. figures in the chart due to rounding.
your needs and the needs of others in your household? 9 9

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree)

Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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This section reports on respondents’ use and

Housing

/« perceptions of public transport. Public
/’ transport was defined as cable cars, ferries,

trains and buses, including school buses but

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local lssues not including taxis or Uber, for the purposes of

this survey.
Community, Culture &

Social Networks
In 2022, additional questions assessed

Climate Change whether transport modes have changed

because of COVID-19.
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Frequency of
use of public
transport

About half (49%) of Auckland
respondents have used public
transport over the previous 12
months, including 15% who
have used public transport at
least weekly.

Weekly use of public transport
was greater than the rest of
Auckland among residents in
Kaipatiki (25%), Devonport-
Takapuna (31%), Waiheke-
Great Barrier (33%), Waitemata
(30%) and Maungakiekie-
Tamaki (24%).

It was significantly lower than
the rest of Auckland among
those living in Rodney (6%),
Papakura (7%), Howick and
Franklin (both 5%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Frequency of use of public transport — by local boards (%)

Net
At least weekly (1):

Auckland Total (n=2601)
Rodney (n=109)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=116)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=104)
Henderson-Massey (n=146)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=132)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)
Howick (n=200)

Franklin (n=123)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99)
Manurewa (n=123)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

[l Atleast weekly

. Did not use public transport over the past 12 months

s 9o J 23 ! 4 |- ] 15
e 6 4 | 4 | 25 | 6"
1 .o 1 3 [ 47 D 1
13
o> | o J 23 | 30 _________ [3] 25"
3 ' 2 | 32 | 22 3r
I 7 - I T Vo M——— 12
.o | 3 2o | 3 | 11 | 9
3 (2 1 19 [ 54 [ 13
> v J 27 | 34 21
. .3 | .3 | 22 [ 38 | 3 | 330
307
o9 |6/ 24 [ 5 | 19
7 S N/ I A R I———1 247
3 [ 20 ' 2/ [ 36 | 4] 13
IS < - O -~ M — 5Y
(s 7 0 | b6 | D01 | 5Y
I = T < T I T - - T—— 19
3 J4/ 23 | 55 | 0| 13
< .o J 4+ ! 53 | 7 | 17
I A < = - —— 7V

[T Atleast once a month but not weekly [l Less often than once a month

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @Q13. In the last 12 months, how often have you used public transport?
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of
Life survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further

details.

corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not applicable, no public transport available in my area

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and
creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
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Frequency of
use of public
transport

There was no difference in
usage of public transport by
ethnicity.

Regular usage of public
transport decreased with
age. One in three (35%) of
those aged under 25 said
they used public transport
weekly, compared with only
10% of those aged 50 or
older.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Frequency of use of public transport — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net
At least weekly (1):

ey DI -

[ Atleastweekly [l Atleastonce a month butnotweekly [ Less often than once a month

. Did not use public transport over the past 12 months . Not applicable, no public transport available in my area

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @13. In the last 12 months, how often have you used public transport?
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of
Life survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further
details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and
creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Perceptions of
public transport
- summary

All respondents, except those who
said they have no public transport
in their area, were asked about
their perceptions of public
transport.

Public transport was rated most
positively for being easy to get to
(58% agree) and least positively for
being safe from catching COVID-19
or other ilinesses (25% agree).

Compared with 2020, perceptions
of affordability, ease of access,
frequency and reliability have
become less favourable.

» Minor wording addition to ‘affordability’
question wording to refer to the time before
the temporary fare cuts that the government
implemented on 1 April 2022

» The statement about safety is modified in
2022, with the words ‘from crime and
harassment’ being added, and a new
statement about ‘safety from catching
COVID-19 and other ilinesses’ added.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceptions of public transport — Auckland total (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

Frequent (comes often)
(n=2444) 37 13 17 7 16 46 25

Safe, from crime or harassment
(n=2444) 35 17 4 20 43 20

Reliable (comes on time)
(n=2444) ) 15 20 39 26

Affordable (before the
temporary fare cuts introduced
by government in April) 5 28 14 24 10 19 33 34
(n=2446)
Safe, from catching COVID-19
and other illnesses (n=2445) [ 22 21 23 10 21 25 33
. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)
Source: @14, Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is...
(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality
of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)



Introduction

Accessibility of
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Net Agree Net Disagree

Ease of access to public transport — by local boards (%) (4+5): (1+2):

pu blic tran spo rt Auckland Total (“=2143) (G 16 [ 6] 8 | 58 22
Research Design Rodney (n=79) 34 42
Fifty-eight percent of Auckland Hibiscus and Bays (n=161) /Al 22 6] 3| 58 28
Quality of Life residents agreed that public Upper Harbour (n=109)  pugy iy s 3 O 55 28
transport is easy to get to. Kaipatiki (n=147) /Bl 15 (46| 68" 19
Built & Natural Devonport-Takapuna (n=103) 21 58 19
Environment Residents in Kaipatiki (68%), Henderson-Massey (n=137) BEMI Sy 2 A 58 23
Albert-Eden (74%) and Waitakere Ranges (n=97) EAIE I 15 I EE A= 55 25
Housing Puketapapa (69%) were more Whau (n=109) 15 62 18
likely than the overall sample to Albert-Eden (n=156) 6 747 15
Public Transport agree that public transport was Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111)  BEBII 0 EEm 18 67 15
easy to get to. Waitemata (n=120) 12 ENEINEEN 64 15
Health & Wellbeing Puketapapa (n=131) 10 A 69" 16
Residents in Rodney (34%), Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=112) VRN 19 |46 | 60 23
Local Issues Howick (43%) and Franklin (45%) Orakei (n=117) PRl 16 4[5 63 20
were less likely to agree. Howick (n=193) 13 43Y 327
Community, Culture & Franklin (n=95) EMN i EE 15 45" 24
Social Networks Nearly half (42%) of Rodney Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96) 1 57 16
residents disagreed that public Manurewa (n=117)  EEEEE 6 59 19
Climate Change transport is easy to get to, as did Otara-Papatoetoe (n=135) Va4 |5 7 | 63 19
32% of Howick residents. Papakura (n=118) TN 10 59 18
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Easy to get to

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the @

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Council Processes

Appendix Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Accessibility of
public transport

There were few significant
differences in perceptions of
accessing public transport by
ethnicity or age.

However, 67% of those aged
under 25 agreed that public
transport is easy to access
compared with the rest of
Auckland (58%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Agree Net Disagree

Ease of access to public transport — by age and ethnicity (%) (4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2443) (6 6| s | 58 22
o-ecsm KRNI EEEEE -

85 (473 2 59 1
omEE - >
 EEEEE -
o [IEIANIINCEN 5 DOEE ¢ -

. Strongly Agree

. Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree

. Don’t know

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Easy to get to

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the

corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Frequency of
public transport

Fewer than half (46%) of
Auckland respondents agreed
that public transport is frequent
(that is, comes often).

Residents in Albert-Eden (62%)
and Puketapapa (60%) were
significantly more likely to agree
that public transport is frequent
compared with the rest of
Auckland.

Residents in Rodney (22%),
Howick (33%) and Franklin (29%)
were less likely to agree. Over
four in ten Rodney residents
(43%) disagreed that public
transport is frequent along with
one in three Upper Harbour,
Howick and Franklin residents
(34%, 32%, and 34%
respectively, compared with
25% overall disagreeing.)

Frequency of public transport — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2444) @B 02 13 46 25
Rodney (n=79) 10 22Y 43~

Hibiscus and Bays (n=161)  WEMEIEm 1 40 31
Upper Harbour (n=109) 12 39 347
Kaipatiki (n=147)  mEmiy 15 E e . 50 22
Devonport-Takapuna (n=103) el 19 [ 10 [ 6| 53 29
Henderson-Massey (n=137) 19 19 |38 14 | 40 27
Waitakere Ranges (n=96) BEENIEE 9 42 33
Whau (n=109) EEMI . 15 49 21

Albert-Eden (n=156) 7 4] 9 | 62" 22
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111) BN 21 47 32
Waitemata (n=120) ZB 6 4] 12 ] 54 20
Puketapapa (n=131) B 8 3] 16 | 60" n
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=113) 14 51 19
Orakei (n=118) 18 17 | 8 [ 7] 50 25

Howick (n=193) 13 33" 32n

Franklin (n=96) ol 19 | 15 [ 25 | 29¥ 347
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=95) (b 10 |61 23 | 49 16
Manurewa (n=117) 12 48 16"
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=135) 21 51 15Y
Papakura (n=118) e 16| 8 [ 22 | 44 25

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: @Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Frequent (comes often)
(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree,

. Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.

corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
6 — Don’t know) P ang 9

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
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Frequency of public transport — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction Frequency Of
. Net Agree Net Disagree
public transport @)y (2)
Research Design
Pacific respondents (54%) were Auckland Total (n=2444) n 13 46 25
Quality of Life more likely than other ethnicities
to agree that public transport is Under 25 (n=308) 12 “nn 57" 22

Built & Natural frequent (comes often).

Views were mixed across the

o-sosn NN - EEOEE - -

age group and 52% of the 65

Public Transport plus age group agreed that i e 52 20Y
public transport is frequent

Health & Wellbeing (compared with 46% overall), European (n=1569) n 12 “ﬂ 45 26

while 41% of the 25 to 49 age

Loca| ISSUGS group agreed‘ Maori (n:401) 12 n 47 25
Community, Culture & fie ) 3
Social Networks
sowss) ENNEREN - ONDEE <

ul

an 14V

Climate Change

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know
Employment & Economic
Well be]ng Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered) The net results have been calcula}ed by adding together the
Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the

perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Frequent (comes often) corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)

Council Processes Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.
Appendix
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Safe, from crime or harassment — by local boards (%) Net Agree Net Disagree

: 4+5): 1+2):
— Safe, from crime @er 2
Auckland Total (1=2444) EEEIEEIIE 17 43 20
. or harassment Rodney (n=79) 18 I T S 42 7
Research Design . v
: Hibiscus and Bays (n=161) CREN oD 03 48 i
Forty-three percent agreed that public
. . , . Upper Harbour (n=109) sy I 11 49 15
Quality of Life transport is safe from crime or Kaipatiki (n=147) T s 17 i 17 574 9V
o I Y T —— Lo 17
harassment and 20% disagreed. Devonport-Takapuna (n=103) I/ RIS 14 MG 68n gV
Built & Natural v A
. . . - = 5 20 5] 15 | 33 33
Environment There were differences in perception Henderson-Massey (n=136) K¢ =
across the region. Residents in Waitakere Ranges (n=97) 21 39 25
Waiheke.Gront Barrior (79% Whau (n=109) 17 T 44 21
i i -Gr rrier
Housing aiheke-Great Barrier ( ’ 0 Albert-Eden (n=156) 18 O EEE 52" 19
Devonport-Takapuna (68%), Kaipatiki Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111) TG M M= e 79" 7
. 2 H O,
Public Transport and Orakei (both 57%), Albert-Eden Waitemata (n=121) 17 54" 13
(52%), Waitemata (54%) and Puketapapa (n=131) 15 53" 15
Health & Wellbeing Puketapapa (53%) were more likely to Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=113) EEBIEn 15 45 22
agree that public transport is safe. Orakei (n=118) IEEEEImm 17 577 13
Local Issues Howick (n=193) 18 34 23
Residents in Henderson-Massey Franklin (1=06)  MEMMIFENNN 9 I EEN 32 23
Community, Culture & (33%), Howick (34%), Franklin and Mangere-Otahuhu (n=95) 12 32 27
Social Networks Mangere-Otahuhu (both 32%), Manurewa (n=117) e 17 27" 25
Manurewa and Otara-Papatoetoe Otara-Papatoetoe (n=134) 23 2% 6] 18 | 27" 33"
Climate Change (both 27%) and Papakura (24%) were Papakura (n=118) 20 247 36"
less likely to agree that public
y g P . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

transport is safe from crime or
harassment.

» This statement is modified in 2022, with the
words ‘from crime and harassment’ being
added.

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)
Source: Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Safe, from crime or

harassment

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Safe, from crime or harassment — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction

Safe, from crime
Net Agree Net Disagree
or harassment (4+5): (1+2);

= 35 17 16 4 20
Maori and Pacific respondents Auckland Total (n=2444) n -.- 43 20
Quality of Life were less likely than other
ethnicities to agree that public ( ) - .ﬂ 25
Built & Natural transport is safe from crime or 25 — 49 (n=1085) n 18 “ 20 -
Environment harassment (28% and 26%
. . o
~ espectivey, compared win A5 so-et-57) |G = 2
Housing of all Auckland respondents
considering public transport safe). 65+ (n=474) 1 14 I . '
Public Transport - nl 52 1
e ket (o s people o, cuorean v [ IET
. . a 45
Health & Wellbeing more likely than older people to 8

disagree that public transport is
Sree o DU e o N OEEE

. 28Y 28"
Local Issues safe from crime or harassment
o . .
Community, Culture & 20% overall). In contrast, those

ial Network .
- 292 65 plus were more ey senissy [N g

than younger people to agree that
public transport is safe (52%

Climate Change

compared with 43% agreeing . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know
Employment & Economic overall)
Wellbeing ’ Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Safe, from crime or The resuits .may.d'ﬁer S.I'gh“y from the sum Onh,e
harassment corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
Council Processes (1-Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Appendix »  This statement is modified in 2022, with the
words ‘from crime and harassment’ being ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

added. V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Reliability of public transport — by local boards (%) Net Agree Net Disagree

Introduction

Relia blllty of (4+5): (1+2):

o Auckland Total (n=2444) g SR 15 ET T 39 26
, public transport Rodney (n=79) 1 T R 3 24
Research Design . v
Thirty-nine percent of Auckland Hibiscus and Bays (n=161)  EENI s 10 e S 46 19
. Upper Harbour (n=109)  [EMA e 7 45 26
Quality of Life reSponde.n s a.greed.that public Kaipatiki (0=147)  mEepgmmmmmrsmmnn 14 S 51 16¥
transport is reliable (i.e. comes Devonport-Takapuna (n=103)  gEEE =y o5 21 10 | 8 | 44 23
Built & Natural on time), while 26% disagreed. Henderson-Massey (n=137) 18 34 32
Eiieument ) ) ) Waitakere Ranges (n=97) 13 39 23
Residents in Waiheke-Great Whau (n=109) EEEIESSSEE 18 39 28
Housing Barrier (57%), Kaipatiki and Albert-Eden (n=156)  ICHIIENECIN 19 4 29
Puketapapa (both 51%) were Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111) 21 [ 15| 6 577 22
Public Transport significantly more likely than the Waitemata (n=120) BEEIEAT 15 D EEE e 36 36"
overall sample to agree that Puketapapa (n=131) gomm 14 (6] 18 | s” 2
Health & Wellbeing public transport is reliable. Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=113) 12 42 29
Orakei (n=118) IEI s 15 47 28
Local Issues Those living in Howick and Howick (n=193) 19 28" 28
Franklin (both 28%) and Franklin (n=96) 9 28" 28
Community, Culture & Papakura (30%) were less likely Mangere-Otahuhu (n=95)  IEMEIE . 12 43 27
Social Networks to agree that public transport is Manurewa (n=117) 10 39 23
reliable. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=134) ~ BENIEp s 24 16| 9 | 13 | 38 25
Climate Change Papakura (n=118) a6 o 23 | 30" 26
Over one in three respondents
Iiving in Waitemata (36%) . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Reliable (comes on
time)

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Appendix
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

disagreed that public transport
is reliable.
Council Processes
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Reliability of public transport — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction

Reliability of
. Net Agree Net Disagree
public transport @)y (2

Research Design
There were no differences in Auckland Total (n=2444) ﬂ [ “ﬂ 39 26
Quality of Life perceptions of the reliability of
public transport by ethnicity. uncer 25 n=308)  [EIEEEE v o 3
Built & Natural
e However, age-related 25-49 (1025 e HENEEEN - -

differences were apparent.

50 — 64 (n=577 .
a— Respondents aged 25 to 49 o5 [ 2 201
were less likely than people B
Public Transport aged 50 plus to consider that

public transport is reliable (33%
Health & Wellbeing of the 25 to 49 age group uropean ( ) E = B n 40 26
agreed that public transport is
Local Issues reliable, compared with 44% of Maori (n=400) . -- 35 25
the 50 to 64 age group and 54%
pacitc 237) || v N "
Community, Culture & of those aged 65 plus). ( ) . --- 21
Social Networks
 IENEDEE - -

Climate Change

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Reliable (comes on The resuits .may.d'ﬁer S.I'gh“y from the sum Onh,e
time) corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
Council Processes (1-Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Appendix
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Affordability of public transport — by local boards (%) Net Agree Net Disagree

Affordability of @5 (12)

Introduction

pu blic tran sp ort Auckland Lf:;:; (f:::; = 14 23 ;4

Research Design Hibiscus and Bays (n=161) 14 35 32
Views of the affordability ?f public Upper Harbour (n=109) - o - - - . a

Quality of Life transport were mixed. While a third Kaipatiki (n=147) 35 _12 11 18 20 30
Buit & Natura o oot 16 420 Devonport Takapune 17103 v S
Environment disagreed ’ Henderson-Massey (n=138) 13 29 42

: Waitakere Ranges (n=97) 1 33 38

. . Whau (n=109) 15 28 ol

Housing There were a few differences Albert-Eden (n=156)  IEH IS 15 N 36 40
across the region. Those living in Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111) 14 25 58"

Public Transport Puketapapa (42%) were more likely Waitemata (n=120) 5 AN T 36 35
to agree that public transport is Puketapapa (n=131)  IEEINEERS 10 427 32

Health & Wellbeing affordable. Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=113)  IFHIINEN 16 37 34
Orakei (n=118) 17 40 30

Local Issues However, over half of those in Howick (n=193) 14 27 35
Waiheke-Great Barrier (58%) Franklin (n=96) ZINNEZEN 14 DN N 28 26

Community, Culture & disagreed, as did nearly half of Mangere-Otahuhu (n=95)  IEEINIEEIN 10 # 26
Social Networks those in Devonport-Takapuna Manurewa (n=117) ICHIFEIN 15 EEN ECH 29 27
(46%), compared with 34% of all Otara-Papatoetoe (n=134) 20 30 32

Climate Change Aucklanders disagreeing. Papakura (n=118) [y 15 28 33

Employment & Economic . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Wellbeing Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the

perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Affordable (before the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

temporary fare cuts introduced by government in April)

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Council Processes > Minor‘word|ng‘add|t|o‘n to ‘affordability’
question wording asking respondents to refer

to the time before the temporary fare cuts
that the government implemented on 1 April

Appendix 2022
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Affordability of public transport (%)

Affo rd a bi I ity Of Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):

public transport . 2w

Asian respondents (42%) were
. _— Under 25 (n=308 A
Quiality of Life more likely than other ethnicities nder25(n ) n 7 n 40 36

to disagree that public transport

Built & Natural is affordable. I
Environment 50 — 64 (n=577) n-
There were also some age- b = > >

Introduction

N

6" 40"

Housing related differences. Forty 65+ (=
(n=476) A
percent of the 25 to 49 age 35 13 26 49 13Y
Public Transport group disagreed that public

transport is affordable. n & 3 & n 35 32
Health & Wellbelng However, 40% of those aged M 400 pe - 3

o .

under 25 agreed that public gori(n ) 30
Local Issues transport is affordable, as did
half (49%) of those aged 65 plus. B --
Community, Culture & )

Social Networks ( ) & 15 & 29 42

Climate Change

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the

perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Affordable (before the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

temporary fare cuts introduced by government in April)

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

Council Processes > Minor‘word|ng‘add|t|o‘n to ‘affordability’
question wording asking respondents to refer

to the time before the temporary fare cuts
that the government implemented on 1 April

Appendix 2022
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Safe, from
catching COVID-19
and other ilinesses

A quarter (25%) of respondents
agreed that public transport is safe,
with respect to the possibility of
catching Covid-19 and other
illnesses, however a larger
proportion (33%) disagreed with
this. One in five (21%) said they did
not know.

Residents in Otara-Papatoetoe
(43%) and Whau (42%) were more
likely to disagree that public
transport is safe from catching
COVID-19 and other illness,
compared with the rest of Auckland
(33% disagreeing).

Residents in Waiheke-Great Barrier
(36%), Devonport-Takapuna and
Waitemata (both 35%) and Orakei
(34%) were more likely to agree that
public transport is safe .

» This is a new question in 2022.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Safe, from catching COVID-19 and other ilinesses — by local boards (%)

(4+5):
Auckland Total (n=2445) 21 25
Rodney (n=79) 18 24
Hibiscus and Bays (n=161) 21 27
Upper Harbour (n=109) 23 28
Kaipatiki (n=147) 29 7 [ o [ 22 | 24
Devonport-Takapuna (n=103) ~ WENIIEET 19 EE I 357
Henderson-Massey (n=137)  ElmEms 22 24 [ 8 | 24 | 22
Waitakere Ranges (n=97) 24 28
Whau (n=109) 14 25
Albert-Eden (n=156) AR 23 27
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=111) 26 19 | 9 [ 10 | 367
Waitemata (n=121) AN 24 6] 19 | 35"
Puketapapa (n=131) WA 23 23
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=113) 20 28
Orakei (n=118) NENMEE 20 N G . 347
Howick (n=193) 22 19
Franklin (n=96) [ 18 18
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=95) WENNINENN 20  IEAN ECH P 22
Manurewa (n=117) 21 18 1 9 [ 30 | 22
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=134)  ElmrEmm 24 15Y
Papakura (n=118) eI 25 21 [ 9 [ 25 | 20

. Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Don’t know
Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Safe, from catching
COVID-19 and other ilinesses

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

. Strongly Agree

The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Net Agree Net Disagree

(1+2):
33
29
32
33
25
31
32
31

421
36
28
29
31
32
30
36
30
36
27
437
30

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
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Safe, from
catching COVID-19
and other ilinesses

Pacific respondents (26%) were
less likely than others to
disagree that public transport is
safe from catching COVID-19.

Those aged 65 plus were more
likely than younger people to
agree that public transport is
safe from catching COVID-19
and other illnesses (34%
compared with 25% agreement
overall, and less likely to
disagree that it is safe (22%
compared with 33%
disagreement overall).

» This is a new question in 2022.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Safe, from catching COVID-19 and other ilinesses — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2445) 21
Under 25 (n=308) 26
25-a9¢-085) P 2

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

PErDEE . -

European (n=1570) 20

O

w

4/\ 22V

Pacific (n=237) 25

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree

Base: All respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: Q14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or
perceptions, do you agree or disagree with the following: Public transport is... Safe, from catching
COVID-19 and other ilinesses

(1 - Strongly disagree , 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither, 4 — Agree, 5 — Strongly agree, 6 — Don’t know)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quiality of Life survey. See the
Quiality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Strongly Disagree . Don’t Know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the
corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Perceived impact of COVID-19 on transport usage — Auckland total (%)

Perceived impact
of COVID-19 on
transport usage -

A private vehicle (yours or someone
summary else’s) (n=2606)

Over half of Auckland residents
. . . Walking as a form of transport (n=2587)
said that their use of a private
vehicle has changed because of
COVID-19, with 47% indicating

they use a private vehicle more

Cycling as a form of transport(n=2582)

often and 11% indicating they use

it less often. Public transport (e.g. trains, buses)

(n=2589)
Thirty percent noted that they
are using public transport less
often, while 20% reported using
walking more as a form of

transport.
P . Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often

» Minor wording change to this question in
2022

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

. Don’t use



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Perceived impact of
COVID-19 on private
vehicle usage

Over half felt their use of a private
vehicle has changed because of
COVID-19, with 47% indicating
they use this form of transport
more often and 11% indicating they
use it less often.

Residents who indicated they are
using a private vehicle more often
were likely to live in Whau (67%),
Otara-Papatoetoe (65%),
Mangere-Otahuhu and Papakura
(both 62%) and Manurewa (61%).

Residents in Hibiscus and Bays
(16%) were more likely than other
Auckland respondents to be using
a private vehicle less often
because of COVID-19.

A private vehicle — by local boards (%)

More Often
(1):
Auckland Total (n=2606) 39 47
Rodney (n=110) e 53 36"
Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) 49 16 35Y
Upper Harbour (n=117) 44 | 7 i 47
Kaipatiki (n=151) 38 52
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 43 42
Henderson-Massey (n=148) 39 |12 i 49
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 45 42
Whau (n=110) 23 | 8 1| 67"
Albert-Eden (n=158)  —— 43 40
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 6 25Y
Waitemata (n=123) 51 [ 9 | 16| 247
Puketapapa (n=133) [ — 34 49
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 32 49
Orakei (n=123) 42 46
Howick (n=201) . 21S) 48
Franklin (n=124) 48 15 11 36"
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 27 4] 6 | 62"
Manurewa (n=124) G . 27 61"
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 26 65"
Papakura (n=123) 27 |10 11 62"

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often . Don't use

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Less Often

3

1
1
16"

14
12
10

14
12

14
14
10
1
15
4v
1
10
10
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Perceived impact of
COVID-19 on private

vehicle usage

Maori (53%), Pacific (69%) and
Asian respondents (59%) said that
they are using a private vehicle
more often because of COVID-19.
Half (48%) of European
respondents said their private
vehicle usage was unchanged.

People under 25 said they are
using a private vehicle more often
(61% saying this compared with
47% of all Aucklanders). Those
aged 65 plus were less likely to
agree that they are using a private
vehicle more often because of
COVID-19 (only 37% agreeing).
Nearly half of this age group (46%
compared with 39% of all
Aucklanders) said their private
vehicle usage was unchanged.

A private vehicle — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2606) 39
25 — 49 (n=1143) 39

50 — 64 (n=626) 40

65+ (1-523 "

European (n=1669) 48

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

More Often
(1):

o

oE -
.

44

. Don’t use

Less Often
(3):

il

6V

10

15

13

13

10

5V

10
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Walking as a form of transport — by local boards (%)

H H More Often  Less Often
Introduction Percelved ImpaCt (“): (3):
Of COVI D-1 9 o n Auckland Total (n=2587)
walking for Rodney (n=109) 31 12 10
. . Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) i 12 [ 32 ] 17 12
Quality of Life tra ns ort - 40 - <
P Upper Harbour (n=116) 28 22 13
. Kaipatiki (n=151) 47 17 10
Bté"t & Nat“rat' Use of walking for transport Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 46 3 10
AVIFORTEN because of COVID-19 has Henderson-Massey (n=145) 30 17 16
increased among 20% of Waitakere Ranges (n=108) 31 25 14
ReuEng respondents across Auckland, Whau (n=110) 36 19 20
while 15% are walking for transport, Albert-Eden (n=156) 47 30" n
Public Transport less often Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 56 20 14
Waitemata (n=122) e 49 | 6] 5 397 6"
Health & Wellbelng Increased use of Wa|k|ng as a form Puketapapa (n=133) 37 21 18
i iekie-Tamaki (n= [ o5 | | 28 |
of transport was higher than the Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 2 29 28 25 18
: Orakei (n=123 : T 1
Local Issues rest of Auckland among residents rakei (n=123) I - o -~ o 9
. o Howick (n=199)  EENN 35 137 17
in Devonport-Takapuna (31%), Frankiin (v=123) : a8 = - 3 5
. in (n= [ 13| 5 | 35 |
Community, Culture & Albert-Eden (30%) and Waitemata i} - B
i Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) NN 21 15 21
Social Networks 39%
(39%). Manurewa (n=123) 22 mn 21
. . Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 23 13 27"
Climate Change Decreased use of walking was ~
Papakura (n=121) 30 19 12
more apparent among those living
Employment & Economic in Otara-Papatoetoe (27% B use more often Use the same amount B use less often B oontuse
HiElllzsime compared with 15% overall using
Wa|k|ng less often as a form of Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Council Processes Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each typeyof transport more often or less often:
tra ﬂSpOI’t). (1- Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
. Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.
Appendix e
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Perceived impact
of COVID-19 on
walking for
transport

Pacific and Asian respondents
were more likely than other
Aucklanders to be walking for
transport less often because of
COVID-19 (27% and 20%
respectively compared with 15%
of all Aucklanders).

There were no age-related
differences in walking patterns.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Walking as a form of transport — by age and ethnicity (%)
More Often  Less Often
(1: (3):

s DI - -

Auckland Total (n=2587)

Under 25 (n=314)

(@)
w
~

25 - 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=619)

65+ (n=511)

o

European (n=1656)

Maori (n=437)

Pacific (n=256)

—

) N ) I\l N )
w
~

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often . Don’t use

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:

(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life

Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) a

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Cycling as a form of transport — by local boards (%)
More Often  Less Often

Perceived impact

Introduction (): (3):
Of COVI D-19 on Auckland Total (n=2582)
Research Design . 9 5 3
cycling as Rodney (n=108) 13 2 4
. . Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) 8 4 4
Quiality of Life
4 transport Upper Harbour ("=116) a1 5 0
_ Kaipatiki (n=151) =g 12 5 2
B‘é"t& Nat“rat' The vast majority of Auckland Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) e 8 8 4
nvironmen .
respondents (83%) said they Henderson-Massey (n=144) el 9 6 7
. don’t use cycling as a form of Waitakere Ranges (n=108) 10 7 I 7o R 7 2
ousin . . =
g transport‘ F|Ve percent sa|d they Whau (n_109) 6 7 4
i i - = I <
Bublic T . are using cycling more often as Albert-Eden (n=156) ° 2L 2 2
ublic Transpor Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120 71 | 2
- a form of transport and 3% are aheke-Great Barrier (n=120) NN - = 6
o Waitemata (n=122)  mEml 17 8 3
. using it less often because of _
Health & Wellbeing COVID-19 Puketapapa (n=131) g8 9 4 3
e Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) ] g [ 3 1
. . Orakei (n=123)  mEW 1 (- 6 1
Local Issues There were few differences in ,
_ Howick (n=199) [ 5 7 - 3 2
: the use of cycling for transport Franklin (n=123) 13 N 1 R 2 6
Community, Culture & across the region. However, 12% A
Social Networks _ gion. o ° Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) 5 2 5
of those in Albert-Eden said they Manurewa (n=123) 72173 Iy A 2 4
. are using cycling more often as Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145 &g | 3 5
Climate Change g cycling P ( ) EI3E 88
a form of transport. Papakura (n=121) = 6 ElN T 5 3
Employment & Economic B use more often Use the same amount B use less often B oontuse

Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Perceived impact
of COVID-19 on
cycling as
transport

There were no differences in the
use of cycling for transport
because of COVID-19 across the
ethnicities or age groups.

Cycling as a form of transport — by age and ethnicity (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

More Often  Less Often
(1): (3):

Auckdand Totsl (2582 8 : :
S—— o

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Don’t use
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Perceived impact
of COVID-19 on
public transport
usage

Nearly half of Auckland
residents (49%) said they don’t
use public transport.

Three in ten (30%) said they are
using public transport less often,
with 4% using this form of
transport more often.

Increased use of public transport
was greater than rest of
Auckland among those living in
Mangere-Otahuhu (10%
compared with 4% across all of
Auckland). Reduced use of
public transport was greater
than rest of Auckland among
those living in Albert-Eden (43%),
Waiheke-Great Barrier (41%) and
Waitemata (40%).

Public transport (e.g. trains, buses) — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

More Often  Less Often
(1): (3):

Auckland Total (n=2589) 17 4 30
Rodney (n=108) 12 I Y - - I 2 18

Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) [ 23 3 24
Upper Harbour (n=116) 16 2 28
Kaipatiki (n=151)  pm 22 6 32
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)  am 24 6 38
Henderson-Massey (n=145) 1 7 29
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) @ 15 5 31
Whau (n=111) g1 11 3 36
Albert-Eden (n=156) 27 4 43"
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) [4 | 41 4 41n
Waitemata (n=122) 26 7 40"
Puketapapa (n=133) 15 5 35
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 14 7 36
Orakei (n=123)  WaW 26 6 37

Howick (n=199) [ 11 1 25

Franklin (n=123) [ 9 1 18"
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)  BEFEN 9 I N - 107 25
Manurewa (n=123) 14 2 21
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 9 7 24
Papakura (n=121) 15 I - T 2 29

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often . Don’t use

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Public transport (e.g. trains, buses) — by age and ethnicity (%)

Pe rceived i m pa ct More Often  Less Often

(1): (3):
of COVID-19 on
ESEEle) Dl p u b I ic tra N s po rt Auckland Total (n=2589) 17 4 30

Endlieimet likely than other ethnicities to be

Housing often because of COVID-19 (12%

compared with 4% overall 65+ (=513 o s 28
Similarly, those under 25 (10%) European (v=1658 2 ; 25

Introduction

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing were more likely than others to
have increased their use of Maori (n=437) 14 4 25Y
Local Issues public transport because of
COVID-19. On the other hand, Pacific (1=257) 6 20 24"
Community, Culture & 39% of this age group said they

Social Networks . . ) _
are using public transport less Asian (n=575) c 4 34

e T—— often, compared with 30% of all
e LR Aucklanders using public
transport less often because of

COVID-19.

. Use more often Use the same amount . Use less often . Don’t use

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Council Processes Source: Q15. Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each type of transport more often or less often:
(1= Use more often, 2 — Use the same amount, 3 — Use less often, 4 — Don’t use)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life
. Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.
Appendix @
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Physical health (%) — by local boards (%)

. Net Good/ Net
Introduction PhyS|Ca| health Very good/  Fair/Poor
Excellent (1+2):
Seven in ten Auckland C (rAS)
; even in ten Auckian = 24 22 |
Research Design . Auckland Total (n=2608) 24 37 22 | 6 [ 70 29
respondents (70%) rated their Rodney (n=110)  WEMEEmy 32 71 29
sl o Life physical health positively; 9% Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 33 24 [3f 73 26
rated their health as ‘exce”ent’, Upper Harbour (n:117) 39 76 24
‘ , ipatiki (n= [ o [ 25 | 19 | o |
Built & Natural 24% as ‘very good’, and 37% as Kaipatiki (n=151) 2 37 1 71 28
Lé' = Natid ‘good’ Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 40 77 23
nvironment Henderson-Massey (n=148)  WEMII 39 20 | 8| 62 377
ind in Ora ke ita = g | 22 | 6 5
el Those living in Orakei (84%) and Waitakere Ranges (n=109) M 22 43 |16 5] 6| 73 21
. : = [ o | 20 | [ 24 (4]
Waiheke-Great Barrier (82%) Whau (n=111) 20 4 24 411 71 28
) . Albert-Eden (n=158) Iy 30 24 | 8 DI 65 32
. were more likely to rate their
Public Transport . iy Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 30 82n 18¥
physical health positively. : _
Waitemata (n=123) 30 18 5] 78" 22
i S Puketapapa (n=133)  EEANE e 49 20 D3 75 22
N Those living in Papakura (58%) o _p P ,( ) "
d Ot = toet 57% Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) I 36 21 ] 10 1 69 30
Local Issues o ara-’ apatoetoe | .o) Orakei (n=124) IS E 33 14 D 84n 16"
were less likely to rate their Howick (1=201)  IEH 2 38 67 29
Community, Culture & physical health positively, Franklin (n=124)  IETOR 41 1 8 D 73 25
o mpar with ther f 3 -Ota = 22 | r
Social Networks compared with the rest o Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)  IENIIENN a4 77 I 65 33
Auckland. Manurewa (n=124)  IEEEEEREN 37 62 35
. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145 27 | i 57Y 420
Climate Change p ( ) 36 27 15 i
Papakura (n=124) WA E 33 920 | 11 |3 58" 407
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing . Excellent . Very good Good . Fair . Poor . Prefer not to say

Council Processes

Appendix

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @23. In general, how would you rate your... Physical health?
(1= Poor, 2 — Fair, 3 — Good, 4 — Very good, 5 — Excellent, 6 — Prefer not to say)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Physical health

Pacific (53%) and Maori (62%)
respondents were less likely to
rate their physical health as
good, very good or excellent,
compared to the Auckland total
(70%).

Those aged under 25 (65%)
were less likely than older
people to rate their physical
health as good.

Physical health — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2608) | .
Under 25 (n=314) n
25 - 49 (n=1143) n
50 — 64 (n=625) n
European (n=1672)
Maori (n=440) n“ 37
Pacific (n=258) n“ 27
Asian (n=579)

. Excellent . Very good Good

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @23. In general, how would you rate your... Physical health?
(1= Poor, 2 — Fair, 3 — Good, 4 — Very good, 5 — Excellent, 6 — Prefer not to say)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Net Good/ Net
Very good/  Fair/Poor
Excellent (1+2):

(3+4+5):

SO o -
s EEEEER - -
T
s S -
I
36 21 5 1 73 25
I
37 20 4 I 754 24V
I
M 26 4 I 69 30

. Fair . Poor . Prefer not to say

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Mental health

Sixty-five percent of Auckland
respondents rated their mental
health positively; 11% as
‘excellent’, 21% as ‘very good’,
and 32% as ‘good’.

Residents in Orakei (79%) were
more likely to rate their mental
health positively than
respondents living in other local
board areas.

Residents in Otara-Papatoetoe
(49%) and Mangere-Otahuhu
(54%) were less likely to rate
their mental health positively
than the Auckland total (65%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Good/ Net
Mental health — by local boards (%) Very good/  Fair/Poor
Excellent (1+2):
(3+4+5):
Auckland Total (n=2602) 32 23 | 9 [ 65 33
Rodney (n=110) 32 25 | /i 67 32
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 32 22 | 8 | 68 31
Upper Harbour (n=117) 32 65 35
Kaipatiki (n=151) 30 63 36
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 33 18 | 10 | 72 28
Henderson-Massey (n=148)  mEEEER 35 63 32
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 26 66 27
Whau (n=111) sz 43 22 | c [ 70 28
Albert-Eden (n=158) 31 64 33
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 25 97 6 [ 65 33
Waitemata (n=123) 34 22 | 9o | 69 31
Puketapapa (n=131) 35 65 33
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) e 29 58 39
Orakei (N=124) gy mmm = 32 L5 6| 79" 21
Howick (n=199)  mrmm sz 38 68 28
Franklin (n=124) 31 22 | o [ 68 30
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96) g 31 [ 28 | 17 54" 45"
Manurewa (n=123) 34 (25 o3 65 31
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)  yCEN VN 23 49" 47"
Papakura (n=124) T T 29 23 | 13 63 36
. Excellent . Very good Good . Fair . Poor . Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @23, In general, how would you rate your... Mental health?
(1= Poor, 2 — Fair, 3 — Good, 4 — Very good, 5 — Excellent, 6 — Prefer not to say)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Mental health

Pacific respondents (50%) were
less likely to rate their mental
health positively than the overall
sample (65%).

As with physical health, those
aged under 25 (47%) were less
likely to rate their mental health
as good, very good or excellent;
those aged 25 to 49 years (59%)
also rated their mental health
less positive than older people.
Those aged 50 to 64 (77%) and
those aged 65 plus (83%) were
significantly more likely than
younger people to rate their
mental health as good or better.

Mental health — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2602)
Under 25 (n=314) 27
25 — 49 (n=1143) 33
50 - 64 (n=625)

Pacific (n=257) n 24

Asian (n=579) n 38

. Excellent . Very good Good

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @23, In general, how would you rate your... Mental health?
(1= Poor, 2 — Fair, 3 — Good, 4 — Very good, 5 — Excellent, 6 — Prefer not to say)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Net Good/ Net
Very good/  Fair/Poor
Excellent (1+2):

(3+4+5):

: R - -
- o
29 I 83» 14V

2 EEEE - -
ErEEEEn o
R - -

. Fair . Poor . Prefer not to say

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Frequency of experiencing stress — by local boards (%)

. Net Rarely  Net Often
Introduction StreSS (4+5): (1+2):
Sresereli Desfr Respondents were asked how often, Auckland Total (n=2609) 21 28
if ever, during the past 12 months Rodney (n=110) 7 = Y= W - I = 7 34
Quality of Life they experienced stress that has had Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) ] Ry e e = 22 31
uality [ )
a negative effect on them. Upper Harbour (n=117) R R Wy - v = v 23 29
Kaipatiki (n=151) e Y = W S S N 19 32
Btént & Natura: Twenty-eight percent indicated they Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 1= IS A = - - v 19 24
nvironmen
experienced stress that has had a Henderson-Massey (n=148) 21 30
. . negative effect on them most or all Waitakere Ranges (n=109) |- TN D -7 I e e 23 25
ousin _
; = .5 | 21 |
2 the time over the past 12 months, Whau (n=111) i 21 20 28
: R Albert-Eden (n=158 50 | 21 22 27
. with a further 51% indicating they ( ) = i A
Public Transport . . . Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 22 26
sometimes experienced this. i _
Waitemata (n=123) 7 T A I S e 18 390
i Puketapapa (n=134 .60 | 21 | 14 26
Health & Wellbeing The presence of stress was more Puk EDIO .( ) 21
| dents | Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) = I VAN A=Y S s s 22 26
prevalent among residents in Orakei (n=124) - . 8"
Loes! [esues Waitemata (with 39% saying the — em——
o saying they Howick (n=200) 7 IR 7 S 7 e 25 21
experienced stress that has had a Frankiin (1=124) I PR MY R S ] 28 23
Community, Culture & .
o negative effect on them most or all of 3 -Ot3 = a7 22 |
Social Networks g ‘ Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 47 22 17 36
the time). Manurewa (n=124)  IVEEVEE Y e e 19 32
. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) |3 KK I =T I 7 7 17 33
Climate Change CoA .
Those in Orakei and Howick were Papakura (n=124) 5 VAR e 21 24
_ less likely to have experienced stress
Employment & Economic that has had a negative impact most . Never . Rarely . Sometimes . Most of the time . Always

Wellbeing

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

or all of the time (18% and 21%
respectively, compared with 28%

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q30. At some time in their lives, most people experience stress. Which statement
below best applies to how often, if ever, over the past 12 months you have experienced stress
that has had a negative effect on you?

(1— Always, 2 — Most of the time, 3 — Sometimes, 4 — Rarely, 5 — Never)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes
overall.

Appendix
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Stress

Pacific respondents (40%) were
more likely to report
experiencing stress that has had
a negative effect on them most
or all the time over the past 12
months than other ethnic groups
(28% overall).

The presence of stress was age
related. Aucklanders aged under
25 years (48%) and 25 to 49
years (34%) were more likely to
report stress that has had a
negative effect on them most or
all the time over the past 12
months, while those aged 50 to
64 (18%) or aged 65 plus (10%)
were less likely to report
experiencing this level of stress.
Forty-two percent of those aged
65 plus said they rarely or never
experience this level of stress,
compared with 21% of the total.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Frequency of experiencing stress — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2609)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 - 64 (n=625)

65+ (n=527)

European (n=1671)

Maori (n=440)

Pacific (n=258)

Asian (n=580)

Net Rarely = Net Often
(4+5): (1+2):

DT o -
o
e e R
I o -
L T

. Never . Rarely . Sometimes . Most of the time . Always

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q30. At some time in their lives, most people experience stress. Which statement
below best applies to how often, if ever, over the past 12 months you have experienced stress

that has had a negative effect on you?

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

(1— Always, 2 — Most of the time, 3 — Sometimes, 4 — Rarely, 5 — Never)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Availability of
practical support

Nine in 10 Auckland
respondents (90%) felt they
have someone to rely on for
practical support (e.g., shopping,
meals, transport) if faced with a
serious illness or injury, or if in
need of support during a difficult
time.

Sixty percent felt this is
definitely the case, with 30%
feeling this is probably the case.

Residents in Orakei (97%) and
Waiheke-Great Barrier (96%)
were more likely than the overall
Auckland sample to feel they
had someone to rely on for
practical support, while those
living in Otara-Papatoetoe (79%)
and Manurewa (82%) were less
likely to do so.

Availability of practical support — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Yes
(1+2):

Auckland Total (n=2605) [ O e 90
Rodney (n=110) | = I e e 93
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 94
Upper Harbour (n=117) | = - e e 92
Kaipatiki (n=150) 93
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 88
Henderson-Massey (n=148) = e 88
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 93
Whau (n=110) = e 90
Albert-Eden (n=158) 88
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) | =7 S e 96"
Waitemata (n=123) 1 =1 e A7 92
Puketapapa (n=134) 1 I e R 92
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) = e 85
Orakei (n=124) | S e E 97
Howick (n=201) 88
Franklin (n=124) e = 93
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96) [ 2 92
Manurewa (n=123) 82"
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 79
Papakura (n=124) = - e O 85

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q29. If you were faced with a serious illness or injury, or needed support during a
difficult time, is there anyone you could turn to for... Practical support (e.g. shopping, meals,

transport)?

. Yes, definitely . Yes, probably . No . Don't know / unsure

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Availability of
practical support

Pacific and Asian respondents
were less likely than the overall
Auckland sample to say they
definitely or probably had
someone they could turn to for
practical support (both 85%
compared with 90% overall).

There were no significant
differences by age group.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Availability of practical support — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2605)

Net Yes
(1+2):

e RS T

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=626)

65+ (n=522)

.
R | T
.
;

European (n=1671)

Maori (n=439)

Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=578)

”
s |- T
C e . T .
T T -

. Yes, definitely . Yes, probably . No . Don't know / unsure

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q29. If you were faced with a serious illness or injury, or needed support during a
difficult time, is there anyone you could turn to for... Practical support (e.g. shopping, meals,

transport)?

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Availability of

emotional support

Eighty-eight percent of Auckland
respondents felt that they have
someone to rely on for
emotional support if faced with a
serious illness or injury, or if in
need of support during a difficult
time.

Fifty-eight percent felt this is
definitely the case, with 30%
feeling this is probably the case.

Residents in Orakei (97%),
Waiheke-Great Barrier and
Hibiscus and Bays (both 95%)
were more likely than the overall
Auckland sample to feel they
had someone to rely on for
emotional support, while those
living in Papakura (82%) and
Manurewa (81%) were less likely
to do so.

Availability of emotional support — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Yes

(1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2607) I 88
Rodney (n=110) = A e == 90

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) = - el 957
Upper Harbour (n=117) = e = e 88
Kaipatiki (n=151) |7 A e A 90
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) = e e 87
Henderson-Massey (n=147) [ = I e e 86
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) | e 92
Whau (n=110) 92
Albert-Eden (n=158) R E I S e 88
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) o5n
Waitemata ("=122) = A e e 90
Puketapapa (n=134) - e 88
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) | =T e e 86
Orakei (n=124) I~ e 977
Howick (n=201) I I s e 86
Franklin (n=124) = e = 90
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) A e A 88
Manurewa (n=124) [ I R . 81
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) [ e . 83
Papakura (n=124) | A e A 82Y

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q29. If you were faced with a serious illness or injury, or needed support during a
difficult time, is there anyone you could turn to for... Emotional support (e.g. listening to you,

giving advice)?

. Yes, definitely . Yes, probably . No . Don't know / unsure

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Availability of
emotional support

Asian respondents were less
likely than all Auckland
respondents to say they
definitely or probably had
someone they could turn to for
emotional support (83%
compared with 88% overall).

There were no significant
differences by age group.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Availability of emotional support — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2607)

Net Yes
(1+2):

C e |- I

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=627)

65+ (n=523)

s T T I
e [ I
.
.

European (n=1671)

Maori (n=439)

Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=579)

I -
C R
e

. Yes, definitely . Yes, probably . No . Don't know / unsure

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q29. If you were faced with a serious illness or injury, or needed support during a
difficult time, is there anyone you could turn to for... Emotional support (e.g. listening to you,

giving advice)?

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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WHO-5 wellbeing index

The WHO-5 is a measure of emotional
wellbeing. Respondents were asked to rate
the extent to which each of five wellbeing
indicators has been present or absent in
their lives over the previous two-week
period, on a six point scale ranging from ‘all
of the time’ to ‘at no time’. The questions
are as follows;

» | have felt cheerful and in good spirits
» | have felt calm and relaxed

» | have felt active and vigorous

» | woke up feeing fresh and rested

» My daily life has been filled with things
that interest me.

The WHO-5 Wellbeing Index:

» The WHO-5 is scored out of a total of 25, with O being the
lowest level of emotional wellbeing and a raw score of 25
being the highest level. Raw scores are converted to
percentages with multiplication by 4.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

A percentage score of O represents the worst possible emotional wellbeing while a score of
100% represents the best possible Quality of Life. Scores below 52% are considered indicative of
poor emotional wellbeing and may indicate risk of poor mental health.

The chart below shows the distribution of percentage scores. The median result for Auckland
was 56%. Forty-one percent of Auckland respondents had a score of below 52%.

Distribution charts for local board areas and by age and ethnicity can be found in Appendix 5.

WHO 5 Wellbeing Index — Auckland total (%)
Median: 56%

Poor emotional wellbeing

8% 8%

7% 7% 7%
6% B 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
5%
4% 4%
3% 3%
2% 2%
1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
0% 0% 0% I I I I I

0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48 52 56 60 64 68 72 76 80 84 88 92 96 100

Percentage score (%)

A

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) (n=2589)
Source: @31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the last two weeks.
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Forty-one percent of Auckland
respondents had a score of less
than 52% (indicative of poor
emotional wellbeing).

There were some differences
across local board areas.
Respondents living in Orakei had
a score significantly higher than
the rest of Auckland (72% having
a score of 52% or more) while
Hibiscus and Bays respondents
had a significantly lower score
{(49% having a score of less than
52% compared to the overall
proportion of 41% having such a
score).

For further information about the WHO-5
Wellbeing Index, please see:
»  The Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report

» The WHO-5 website https://www.psykiatri-
regionh.dk/who-5

WHO 5 Wellbeing Index — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2589)
Rodney (n=108)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=163)
Upper Harbour (n=116)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=104)
Henderson-Massey (n=145)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=119)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=132)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=200)

Franklin (n=123)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145)
Papakura (n=121)

. % score less than 52%

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest
to how you have been feeling over the last two weeks.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

. % score of 52% or more

» The paper by Bech, Gudex and Johansen. (Bech P,

Gudex C, Johansen KS. The WHO (Ten) Well-Being
Appendix Index: Validation in diabetes. Psychotherapy and
psychosomatics. 1996;65(4):183-90. PubMed PMID: ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

8843498, V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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WHO-5
wellbeing index

There were no ethnicity-related
differences compared with the rest
of Auckland’s wellbeing scores.

Wellbeing scores differed by age,
with those aged under 25 and 25 to
49 having significantly lower WHO-
5 scores than the rest of Auckland
(52% and 46% respectively having a
score of less than 52% compared
with 41% of all Aucklanders). Those
aged 50 to 64 (67%) and 65 and
over (74%) had significantly higher
average wellbeing scores than the
rest of Auckland with 59% having a
score of 52% or higher.

For further information about the WHO-5
Wellbeing Index, please see:

»  The Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report

» The WHO-5 website https://www.psykiatri-
regionh.dk/who-5

» The paper by Bech, Gudex and Johansen. (Bech P,
Gudex C, Johansen KS. The WHO (Ten) Well-Being
Index: Validation in diabetes. Psychotherapy and
psychosomatics. 1996;65(4):183-90. PubMed PMID:
8843498.)

WHO 5 Wellbeing Index — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2589)

Under 25 (n=314) 527
25— 49 (n=1143) 46"
50 — 64 (N=620) 33V

65+ (n=512) 26Y

European (n=1660)
Maori (n=436)
Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=576)

. % score less than 52%

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest
to how you have been feeling over the last two weeks.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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67"

. % score of 52% or more

48Y

54V
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WHO 5 percentage score — by local boards (%)
A score below 52%
indicates poor wellbeing

Introduction WHO'5
wellbeing index

Research Design

Auckland Total (n=2589) 53.88%
The chart on the right shows the Rodney (n=108) 53.00%
Quality of Life mean percentage score by local Hibiscus and Bays (n=163) 52.04%
board area. The mean across Upper Harbour (n=116) 3 5436%
Built & Natural Auckland is 53.88%. Kaipatiki (n=151) 52.44%
Environment ) Devonport-Takapuna (n=104) 56.20%
The mean wellbeing score
Henderson-Massey (n=145) 53.52%

Housing among Orakei residents (61.12%)
was well above the overall mean.

Waitakere Ranges (n=109) _ 53.80%
Whau (n=111) _ 53.16%
Albert-Eden (n=158) _ 53.60%
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=119) _ 54.60%
Waitemata (n=123) _ 54.04%
Puketépapa (n=132) _ 53.76%
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) _ 53.92%
Orakei (n=124) _ 61.12%
Howick (n=200) [ 52.24%
Franklin (n=123) _ 56.32%
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96) I 53.56%
Manurewa (n=124) _ 53.48%
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) _ 52.48%
For further information about the WHO-5 Papakura (n=121) _ 51.48%

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Wellbeing Index, please see:

»  The Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report

» The WHO-5 website https://www.psykiatri-
regionh.dk/who-5

» The paper by Bech, Gudex and Johansen. (Bech P,

Gudex C, Johansen KS. The WHO (Ten) Well-Being
Appendix Index: Validation in diabetes. Psychotherapy and

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest
to how you have been feeling over the last two weeks.

Council Processes

psychosomatics. 1996;65(4):183-90. PubMed PMID:
8843498.)
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WHO-5
wellbeing index

There was little difference in the
mean percentage score by
ethnicity. However, the mean
percentage score for those aged
under 50 years was below the
overall mean and below the
score that indicates poor
wellbeing (49.52% among under
25s and 50.96% among those
aged 25 to 49). In contrast, the
average mean score for those
aged 65 years plus was 61.56%
(well above the score indicating
poor wellbeing).

For further information about the WHO-5
Wellbeing Index, please see:

»  The Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report

WHO 5 percentage score — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2589)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 - 64 (n=620)

65+ (n=512)

European (n=1660)

Maori (n=436)

Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=576)

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

A score below 52%
indicates poor wellbeing

53.88%
4?9.52%

550.96%

57.48%
61.56%
54.00%
54.04%

52.12%

54.24%

» The WHO-5 website https://www.psykiatri-
regionh.dk/who-5
» The paper by Bech, Gudex and Johansen. (Bech P,

Gudex C, Johansen KS. The WHO (Ten) Well-Being
Appendix Index: Validation in diabetes. Psychotherapy and @

Source: @31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest
to how you have been feeling over the last two weeks.

Council Processes

psychosomatics. 1996;65(4):183-90. PubMed PMID:
8843498.)
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Frequency of
doing physical
activity in
previous week

One in three (34%) Auckland
respondents indicated they
have been active on five or
more days of the previous
seven days.

Those living in Waiheke-Great
Barrier (47%) and Manurewa
(43%) were more likely to have
been physically active on five
or more days.

Those living in Maungakiekie-
Tamaki and Papakura (both
25%) were less likely to
exercise for five or more days
a week.

(For the purpose of this survey, ‘active’ was
defined as 30 minutes or more of physical activity
which was enough to raise your breathing rate.)

Frequency of doing physical activity — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2608)
Rodney (n=110)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148
Waitakere Ranges (n=109
Whau (n=111

Albert-Eden (n=158
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121
Waitemata (n=123
Puketapapa (n=132
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118
Orakei (n=124

Howick (n=201

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)

Manurewa (n=124)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

[l Sevendays

[ Three days

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q24. In the past week, on how many days have you done a total of 30 minutes or
more of physical activity, which was enough to raise your breathing rate?

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Net
5+ days
(5+6+7):
13 34
[ 18 [ 6 1 8 e T 17 | 9 [V 32
3 T 6 [ 16 a0 | 0 [T 35
[ 8 [ o | 18 [ g3 6 ] 16| 8 [V 36
I - S - 7 I - S I 2 N2 12 34
[ 17 1 8 [ 18 Mo 19 | 138 [3[ 43
14 33
[ 10 [ o [ 14 fal 9 | 18 [ 7 | 17 33
0 15 g P o0 | o [T 33
15 30
s T e e 90 T 8| 6 [ 47"
- - I 28 (o N 7 A 7 S A 6 M
[ T o [ e g T ) | 8 T 34
7 1 8 [ 10 [ o0 1 3 | o ) 25Y
[ 19 [ o | a4 Ay 3 | 2 ) 4
I T 7 = < S T~ IV (13 30
[ 19 Te6 | 1 gy o ) 36
I 28 - A - N S = 7/ W, 12 36
I R =T N 72 - - ' 17 43~
T T T T s s = O 7 S - 18 30
T T 7 S 1 I~ S = N o N 15 25
. Six days . Five days . Four days
[l Twodays B oneday None

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ
slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to
rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
Vv Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Frequency of
doing physical
activity in
previous week

Pacific respondents (40%)
were more likely to report
exercising five or more
days, while Asian
respondents (28%) were
less likely to report
exercising five or more days
a week, compared with the
rest of Auckland.

The reported frequency of
doing physical activity
increased with age. Those
aged 65 and over (44%)
were more likely to exercise
regularly, compared with
29% of those aged under
25 doing so.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Frequency of doing physical activity — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (h=2608)

Under 25 (n=314)

25— 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=625)

65+ (n=526)

European (n=1672)

Maori (n=440)

Pacific (n=258)

Asian (n=579)

[l Sevendays

. Three days

ENEEE s
T TR T
ERNOEE T -
ECEERN B EEE
ECEEEN NG N -
ENEEE OEEE -
BT O -
BTN SR -
ERDE R

. Six days

. Two days

[ Fivedays [ Fourdays
. One day None

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @24. In the past week, on how many days have you done a total of 30 minutes or
more of physical activity, which was enough to raise your breathing rate?

rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
Vv Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Net
5+ days
(5+6+7):

34

29Y

31

38

a4n

36

37

40"

28Y

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ
slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to
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Impact of COVID-19 on physical health — by local boards (%) Net Net
Introduction |mPaCt Of COVID'19 T:s;:\: Nlﬁf.:;zie
. (4+5): (1+2):
Research Design on phySICaI hea Ith Auckland Total (n=2602) Ell"=] 39 1 48
Rodney (n=110) A=l 42 42 | 3 i 7 50
‘ . Nearly half (48%) of the Auckland Hibiscus and Bays (n=164)  EIREEHS - " 4z
el eiHie respondents felt that COVID-19 Upper Harbour (n=117)  {mtoms 36 S 1 50
has had a negative impact on their Kaipatiki (n=150) 38 Y A 13 48
Built & Natural physical health over the past year, Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 46 [ 37 163 9 43
e while 11% felt it has had a positive Henderson-Massey (n=146) A0 38 9 50
impact. Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 44 14 38
RiBUElI Whau (n=111)  EImE a T S E 1 46
Those living in Mangere-Otahuhu Albert-Eden (n=158) [ 38 4 | 7] 13 48
Public Transport (66%) and Otara-Papatoetoe (58%) Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) [l 51 9 38
were more likely to note a Waitemata (n=123) Bl 37 10 53
Health & Wellbeing negative impact on their physical Puketapapa (n=133) 47 .35 | 1 | 7 46
health. Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)  EIEEIT 45 32 | 8 12 42
Local Issues Orakei (n=123) 42 17 M
Those living in Waiheke-Great Howick (n=200) [l 44 I - —— 1 45
Community, Culture & Barrier (38%) were less likely to . 'ira_nk"n (n=124) . - ———— 43
Social Networks note a negative impact. Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)  EIF= 24 7 66"
Manurewa (n=124)  [EJE 35 4 |53 15 47
Climate Change Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) WM 23 16 587
Papakura (n=124) g 36 |40 | 8 [DO] 10 48
Employment & Economic . Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable
Wellbeing impact impact impact impact

» This is a new question in 2022

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive
impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Impact of COVID-19 on physical health — by age and ethnicity (%) Net Net
Introduction |mPaCt Of COVID'19 T;i:: Nl(:?:;:;e

. (4+5): (1+2):
on physical health

Auckland Total (n=2602) |1 39 1 48
Pacific respondents (56%) were
Quality of Life more likely than other ethnicities Under 25 (n=314) n 30 i 12 577

to note a negative impact on

Built & Natural their physical health from -y QRN s EDNEE - g

Research Design

Environment COVID-19.
R T T
Housing Those aged under 25 (57%)
were more likely to note a 65+ (n=521) i 56 6v 35V
Public Transport negative health impact, while
those aged 65 plus (35%) were European (n=1667) n 42 I 1 45
Health & Wellbeing less likely to than the overall

sampe (15%, v QERC s ICEEEE - -
ooz EEN “ oo

Local Issues

Community, Culture &

Social Networks asian(-579) - Gl 2 g o a8

Climate Change

. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable
. impact impact impact impact
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
» This is a new question in 2022 Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive due to rounding.

Council Processes impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Impact of COVID-19 on mental health — by local boards (%)

Net Net
Introduction ImpaCt of COVID-19 Positive  Negative
Impact Impact
4+5): (1+2):
on mental health o
. = 5 |
Research Design Auckland Total (n=2602) =1 27 51 |13 i 6 65
T in th Auckland d Rodney (n=108) 21 29 50 | 15 | 4 65
Oualtyof Li wo in three Auckland respondents Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) [ 27 e BV 2 70
uality of Life 9 .
y (65%) felt COVID-19 has had a Upper Harbour (n=117) 21 I T 5 740
, negative impact on their mental Kaipatiki (n=151) {0 24 e B 6 70
Btéllt& Naturatl health over the past year, and only 6% Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) {8 30 I = S B TON 5 64
AVIFORTEN felt there has been a positive impact. Henderson-Massey (n=147) 28 Y A 10 59
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 35 5 56
Housing Those living in Upper Harbour (74%) Whau (n=111) Bl 28 s [ [3 1 59
were more likely than residents in Albert-Eden (n=158) 29 . 29 | 15 | 6 64
Public Transport other local board areas to note a Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 28 4 68
negative impact on their mental Waitemata (n=123) [ 22 8 70
Health & Wellbeing health from COVID-19. Puketapapa (n=132)  [iZ8 29 5 66
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)  {E 32 46 | 14 7 60
Local Issues Orakei (n=123)  Wam 30 48 | 16| 6 64
Howick (n=200) [z 29 .53 | 1 | 6 64
. in (n= 1 6 56 |
Community, Culture & Franklin (n=124) ~ {REW - / 65
Social Networks Mangere-Otéhuhu (n=97) Rl 26 .50 | 17 3 4 67
Manurewa (n=124) {70 28 8 62
. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146 T
Climate Change ara-Papatoetoe (n=146)  EEEEH 22 51 14 10 65
Papakura (n=124) 28 .48 | 13 [6] 5 61
Employment & Economlc . Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable
Wellbeing impact impact impact impact
» This is a new question in 2022 .
. Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Council Processes Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
(1 - Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

impact, 5 — Strong positive impact) due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Appendix
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Impact of COVID-19 on mental health — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Net
Introduction |mpaCt Of COVI D'19 I:;spi;izte Nl:e‘?:;i;e
on mental health (4+5): (1+2):

Maori respondents (59%) were

Quality of Life less likely to note a negative Under 25 (n=314) In 22 “i 7 "
impact on their mental health
Built & Natural from COVID-19, compared with 25 - 49 (n=1143) 21 i 7 VAl

Environment the rest of Auckland (65%).

Housing Those aged under 49 (71%) were
more likely to note a negative 65+ (n=520) I 50 4 43V
Public Transport mental health impact, while
those aged 65 plus were less European (n=1669) I 27 I 5 67
Health & Wellbeing likely to do so (43%).
I

oz Qs s w

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks sans7s 3R 22 ENER 4

Climate Change

. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable
. impact impact impact impact
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
» This is a new question in 2022 Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive due to rounding.

Council Processes impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Impact of COVID-19 on children’s wellbeing — by local boards (%) Net Net
Introduction Impact of COVID-19 Positive Negatve
1 ’ (4+5): (1+2):
Research Design on Ch I Id ren’s Auckland Total (n=1013) 315) 10 51
We"being B Rodney (n=40) &0 36 8 57
. . Hibiscus and Bays (n=70) {7 32 8 60
CHENE7 @i . . Upper Harbour (n=42) R 28 A 17 ] 14 58
The results for this question should Kaipatiki (n=47) Bl - . E 9 47
Built & Natural be interpreted with caution, due to Devonport-Takapuna (n=41) B8 40 e e I B -
Environment the very small sample sizes for each Henderson-Massey (n=69) 0 s 55
local board. Waitakere Ranges (n=43) 36 40 | 8| 16 49
gl Whau (n=47) 38 8 54
Half (51%) of Auckland respondents Albert-Eden (n=60) B 37 42 ] o | 12 51
Public Transport with children under 18 years felt Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=37) 22 60 [ 14 | 4 747
COVID-19 has had a negative Waitemata (n=28%) [} 39 .52 |G| 3 58
Health & Wellbeing impact on their children’s overall Puketapapa (n=41) 46 .38 | 3| 7 47
wellbeing over the past year. Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=44) 43 .37 | 38| 12 45
Local Issues Orakei (n=46) [ 35 50 |G| 8 56
Those living in the Waiheke-Great Howick (n=72)  BIIEN 46 36 | 11 | 8 46
Community, Culture & Barrier (74%) were more likely to Franklin (n=52)  E3E] 37 I ——— 7 56
Social Networks note a negative impact on their Mangere-Otahuhu (n=46) NN 45 4 40
children’s wellbeing from COVID-19. _ Manurewa (n=54) 44 9 47
. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=78) 33 16 50
Climate Change
Papakura (n=56) WSl 34 4 8 | 16 50
Employment & Economic . Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative
WeIIbeing impact impact impact

» This is a new question in 2022

Base: All Respondents with children aged under 18 (excluding not answered and not

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of

respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Council Processes applicable)
Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?

(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive

. impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)
Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) “Small base

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Impact of COVID-19
on children’s
wellbeing

European respondents (56%)
with children under 18 years
were more likely to feel that
COVID-19 has had a negative
impact on their children’s overall
wellbeing over the past year,
compared to the total sample.

In contrast, Maori (43%) and
Asian respondents (45%) were
less likely to feel this way.

Those aged 25 to 49 were most
likely to note a negative impact
to children’s wellbeing (56%
compared to 51% across the
total sample).

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Impact of COVID-19 on children’s wellbeing — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=1013)

Under 25 (n=67)

25 — 49 (n=632)

50 — 64 (n=235)

65+ (n=79)

European (n=590)

Maori (n=184)

Pacific (n=126)

Asian (n=252)

. Strong positive

impact

o |
ta

. Some positive No impact
impact

s
= mn

a
o IR
s

.
o

.
i e

Net Net
Positive Negative
Impact Impact
(4+5): (1+2):
10 51
9 28Y
N 56"

9 50
7 367
8 56"
15 43V
15 51
7 45Y

. Some negative . Strong negative

impact impact

Base: All Respondents with children under 18 (excluding not answered and not
applicable)

Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive
impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Delay in seeking health-related treatment/advice due to COVID-19 - by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2599) I I - . e
, health-related (n=2599)
Research Design . Rodney (n=109)
treatment or advice Hibiscus and Bays (n=164)
Quality of Life Upper Harbour (n=117)
due to COVID-19 Kaipatiki (n=151) 417 53v [ 6]
. Devonport-Takapuna (n=104)
Built & Natural .
Environment One in three Auckland respondents Henderson-Massey (n=147)
(33%) indicated that they, or Waitakere Ranges (n=109) N 7 M - o I -2
. someone else in their household, = 3 1 6 |
Housing ' Whau (n=108) 30 65
delayed seeking health treatment Albert-Eden (n=158)
. i - iheke- ier (n= .4 I 55 |
E e Ta— or adVIC? due to the COVID-19 Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 40 55
pandemic. Waitemata (n=123)
. Puketapapa (n=133) 22 60 [ 7]
Health & Well . . .
ealth & Wellbeing Residents in Franklin (43%) and Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) I = I - I I
| | Kaipatiki (41%) were more likely to Orakei (n=123) 24V 727
OCAlISSUES have delayed seeking health Howick (n=200) [ - e e
e o @ 2 treatment or advice, while residents Franklin (n=123) 437 50V
ommunity, Culture = = . — 5 At —
Socigl Networks of Orakei (24%) and Puketapapa Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99)  IEF N T I .
(23%) were less likely to have done Manurewa (n=124) | A =Y S .
o - so. Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145)  EEEEEEIY D
imate Change Papakura (n=124)  [EEEEEEE N S
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing . Yes . No . Don't know

» This is a new question in 2022

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @34, Have you, or has anyone in your household, delayed seeking any health-related
treatment or advice due to the COVID-19 pandemic?

Council Processes

Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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HOME
Delay in seeking health-related treatment/advice due to COVID-19

Introduction Delay in seeking ~ by age and ethnicity (%)

, health-related
Research Design Auckland Total (n=2599) E

treatment or advice
Quality of Life due to COVID-19 Under 25 (n=313) 55V 147

No aferences i he tiing o s-aeo - N
Environment .
seeking health-related treatment

were apparent by ethnicity. (n=622) 33 65

Those aged 65 plus (26%) were less 65+ (n=521) 26" 7
likely to say that they, or someone

else in their household, delayed European (n=1669)

seeking health treatment or advice o
due to the COVID-19 pandemic maori(n=437) [ k1

(compared with the rest of Auckland

at 33%). acific (n=258) = 2
Community, Culture &
e oesrs N

Climate Change

Housing
Public Transport
Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

. Yes . No . Don't know

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

> Thisis a new question in 2022 Base: All Respondents {excluding not answered)
COUI’]C” Processes Source: @34, Have you, or has anyone in your household, delayed seeking any health-related
treatment or advice due to the COVID-19 pandemic?

Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)




Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Reasons for
delaying seeking

health treatment or

advice

Nearly half (48%) of those
Auckland respondents who
delayed seeking out health advice
or treatment due to COVID-19
indicated that the delay was
caused by their health provider
needing to postpone.

Two other factors were
widespread. Forty-three percent
delayed due to concern about
catching COVID-19, while a similar
proportion (42%) did so to avoid
putting pressure on health
services.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Reasons for delaying seeking health treatment or advice — Auckland total (%)

My health provider had to postpone my appointment or treatment _ 48%
Concerned about catching COVID-19 _ 43%
Wanted to avoid putting pressure on health services _ 42%
Concerned about the financial cost - 23%
Concerned about leaving home - 21%

Was not able to access help - 15%
Were self isolating because exposed to / had COVID-19 - 13%
Thought help was unavailable - 10%

Did not know how to access help . 7%

Only phone/online appointments available I 2%

Non vaxxed/mask exempt - afraid of discrimination/being
pressured to get the vaccine I 1%

Other I 4%

Base: Those who have delayed seeking health treatment or advice
(excluding not answered) (n=866)

Source: @35. For what reasons did you, or did someone in your

household delay seeking this treatment or advice? @
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Reasons for delay in seeking treatment or advice

Reasons for delay seeking treatment or advice — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction

Health Concemed Avoid Concerned Thought help|Did not know Only : . Afra!d O.f
phone/online| discrimination/

rovider about pressure on| Financial about leavin Unable to Self-isolatin
gst oned catching health cost 9| access help 9 appointments|pressure to get
Ao available vaccine

Research Design
. home
COVID-19 services

unavailable | access help

Quality of Life

Auckland Total (n=866) 48 43 42 23 21 15 13 10 7 2 1 4
Built & Natural Under 25 (n=97) 39Y 39 39 407 25 307 16 10 16 6 1 2
Environment
25 — 49 (n=430) 48 45 45 21 23 12 13 1 5 2 1 4
Housing
50 — 64 (n=205) 55~ 38 38 18" 17 16 12 12 6 2 2 6
Public Transport 65+ (n=134) 49 45 38 22 19 8" 12 5Y 10 3 0 2
Health & Wellbeing European (n=583) 49 36Y 45 19Y 16Y 16 12 " 4 3 1 5
Maori (n=152) 46 47 44 390 36" 220 230 16" n 1 3 2
Local Issues
Pacific (n=83) 28Y 617 34 43~ 36" 18 26~ 7 12 1 2 2
Community, Culture &
Social Networks Asian (n=181) 51 507 38 19 23 6Y 1 8 7 0 1 3

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Base: Those who have delayed seeking health treatment or advice (excluding not answered) (n=866)

Source: @35. For what reasons did you, or did someone in your household delay seeking this treatment or

Appendix advice? ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
Please note this is a new question from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey. Vv Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Net At least Net A lot of

. e . . some difficulty +
Introduction Difficu |ty in doi ng Difficulty in doing certain activities (summary) — Auckland total (%) difficulty  can’tdo at
(2+3+4): all (3+4):
. . certain activities
esearc esign Remembering or concentrating _HI
(n=2605) > = 42 6
Over two in five (42%) of
Quality of Life (42%) ,
Auckland respondents said they Seeing, even if wearing glasses
have at least some long term and (n=2605) o = ° = ’
Built & Natural ) - 9 ]
Environment persistent difficulty remembering
Housing (33%) say they have difficulty in
seeing, even if wearing glasses. Hearing, even if using a hearing aid . 3
" e
Public Transport o ) ) o
Difficulty in walking or climbing Communicating in your everyday
. steps was apparent among 22%. language, understanding or being 14 2
Health & Wellbeing understood by others (n=2605) . -

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

» This is a new question in 2022

Self-care, like washing all over or
dressing (n=2605)

Sl

|I 8 1
o

No difficulty . Some difficulty . A lot of difficulty . Cannot do at all . Prefer not to say

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) - ) '
S :Q32.D h | d i difficul ith f the followi itiaa? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may differ
ource: . Do you have any long-term and persistent difficulty with any of the following activities® slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to

(1— No difficulty, 2 — Some difficulty, 3 — A lot of difficulty, 4 — Cannot do at all, 5 — Prefer not to say) rounding.
Council Processes

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
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LOCAL ISSUES

This section reports on respondents’ perceptions of
problems or issues in their local area in the last 12

Housing

Public Transport

months, as well as their sense of safety in their city

centre.

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &

Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic

Wellbeing

Council Processes
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Rating of issues
as problem in
local area

Respondents were asked about
the extent to which they perceive
each of eight specific issues has
been a problem in their local area
in the previous 12 months.

Theft and burglary (70%),
dangerous driving (67%) and
vandalism (62%) were the three
most prevalent problems, each
rated as ‘a big’ problem or ‘a bit of
a’ problem by over six in ten
Auckland respondents.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceptions of issues in local area (summary) — Auckland total (%)

Theft and burglary (e.g. car, house etc.) (n=2605)

Dangerous driving, including drink driving and speeding
(n=2602)

Vandalism such as graffiti or tagging, or broken windows in
shops and public buildings (n=2606)

People you feel unsafe around because of their behaviour,
attitude or appearance (n=2605)

Alcohol or drug problems or anti-social behaviour associated
with the use of alcohol or drugs (n=2609)

People begging on the street (n=2608)

People sleeping rough on the streets / in vehicles (n=2604)

Racism or discrimination towards particular groups of people
(n=2606)

. A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >

over the past 12 months?

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

. A bit of a problem

2
"
:
I T TR ¢
i
I = TR ¢

. Not a problem

Don’t know

Net

A Problem

(1+2):

70

67

62

52

52

52

47

45

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of

respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Theft and
burglary

Seven in 10 (70%) Auckland
respondents perceived theft and
burglary to have been a problem in
their local area over the past 12
months, with 28% rating it a big
problem and 42% a bit of a
problem.

Residents in Papakura (85%) were
more likely to perceive theft and
burglary to have been a problem in
their local area, while those living
in Waiheke-Great Barrier were
least likely to think that theft and
burglary have been a problem in
their local area (48%). Residents in
Kaipatiki, Waitemata (both 62%)
and Devonport-Takapuna (60%)
were also less likely than those in
other local board areas to consider
theft and burglary to have been a
problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of theft and burglary as problem in local area —

by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2605)
Rodney (n=109)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=150)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=123)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Theft and burglary (e.g. car, house etc.)

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

12
1
10
7
1
- 4 | 24 | 16

12
17

12
15
12
2 [ 3 | 16 | 22

13
14

7
8
9
14

9
8
5o | 3 | 38 }

. A bit of a problem

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net

A Problem
(1+2):

70
65
70
71
62Y
60Y
72
68
77
71
48"
62Y

850

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Perception of theft and burglary as problem in local area —
by age and ethnicity (%) Net
Introduction Th eft a I"IC| A Problem

(1+2):
burglar
g » 70

Quality of Lif There were no differences in
Y perception of the extent of theft Under 25 (n=314) S & 60
and burglary by ethnicity.
Envi
AVifoRMER Those aged 50 to 64 (75%) were
more likely than other age 5064 (1627 ° 75
groups to feel that theft and
burglary have been a probler in 65+ (=52 1 59
their local area (compared with
70% overall). Those aged under European (n=1669) “ = 69
25 (60%) and those aged 65 _
. A e 30 42 17 12 72
plus (59%) were less likely to Maori (n=438) -
feel that theft and burglary were
a problem,

Research Design

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &

Climate Change

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
Employment & Economic
Wellbein Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
g Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

over the past 12 months: Theft and burglary (e.g. car, house etc.) due to rounding

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)
Council Processes

Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Perception of dangerous driving as problem in local area —

o o 9 Net

Introduction Dangerous driving by local boards (%) Aproer
Research Design Two in three (67%) Auckland Auckland Total (n=2_602) 1 67
: Rodney (n=108) 12 71
Quality of Life ;e.sPond.ems percelved dangerous Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) PP N 7 S T 13 66
fiving (including drink driving and Upper Harbour (n=117) 6 59
BUit R Natiral speeding) to have been a problem in Kaipatiki (n=151) 13 56"
Environment their local area over the past year, Devonport-Takapuna (n=104) 8 549
with a quarter of respondents Henderson-Massey (n=147) 9 67
. perceiving it to have been a big Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 13 67
RiBUElI problem and a further 42% a bit of a Whau (n=110) T e e .. 8 73
, problem. Albert-Eden (n=157) 13 58"
Public Transport Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 10 63
Residents in Otara-Papatoetoe Waitemata (n=122) 23 54v
Health & Wellbeing (85%), Mangere-Otahuhu (83%), Puketapapa (n=134) 15 62
Manurewa (81%) and Papakura (77%) Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 10 65
Lea] e were more likely to perceive Orakei (n=124) | EEENZ Y T 7 50v
dangerous driving to have been a Howick (n=201) P P e e 7 71
Community, Culture & problem in their local area. Franklin (n=124) 1 68
Social Networks Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) G-I S e 8 83
Residents in Orakei (50%), Kaipatiki Manurewa (n=124) 7 g1
Climate Change (56%), Devonport-Takapuna and the Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) Y G e, 7 g5n
Papakura (n=124) 9 778

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Waitemata (both 54%) and Albert-
Eden (58%) were less likely to
consider dangerous driving to have
been a problem in their local area.

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Dangerous driving, including drink driving and speeding

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

. A bit of a problem

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Dangerous driving

Pacific respondents (80%) were
more likely than those of other
ethnicities to perceive dangerous
driving (including drink driving and
speeding) to have been a problem
in their local area over the past
year. Asian respondents (61%)
were less likely to note this.

There were no significant age-
based differences in perception of
dangerous driving as a local
problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of dangerous driving as problem in local area —
by age and ethnicity (%)

. A big problem . A bit of a problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Dangerous driving, including drink driving and speeding

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know) due to founding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

67

69

67

67

63

66

7

80"

61

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Perception of vandalism as problem in local area — by local boards (%)

. Net
Introduction Vandallsm SUCh as A Problem
(1+2):
® [] [ ]
. graffiti or tagging 20 o 3
Research Des|gn Auckland Total (n=2606) 62
. Rodney (n=108 8 53
Six in ten Auckland respondents i 4B v 165) - - - .
: : , , ibiscus and Bays (n= [ a3 55
Quality of Life (62%) perceived vandalism to have yst )
N e i their local Upper Harbour (n=117) 5 50"
Bt & Natural een a problem in their local area Kaipatiki (=151 IECHE - I S 10 45"
ANt over the past 12 months. Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 7 a4v
Environment
B} Henderson-Massey (n=148) 8 65
. . . )
el Ees'dtemts " Padp\";‘\'/‘;ra (iz t/:])’wc;tara Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 19 51"
apatoetoe an oa“( oth 77%) Whau (n=110) 8 770
BUble Tranenont and Manurewa (75%) were more Albert-Eden (n=158) 11 o1
FREE IEERE likely than other Aucklanders to Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 10 26"
perceive vandalism to have been a Waitemata (n=123) 10 62
Health & Wellbeing problem in their local area. Puketapapa (n=134) 6 60
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) T R Y I I 7 65
Lea] e Those in Waiheke-Great Barrier Orakei (n=124) 4 55
(26%) were least likely to have Howick (n=201) T - I Iy A 4 59
Community, Culture & perceived vandalism as a problem, Franklin (n=124) 5 69
ol Neitiohs while it was also less likely to be Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 12 67
considered a problem by those Manurewa (n=124) 7 75"
izt Ciange living in Upper Harbour (50%), Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 8 77"
Kaipatiki (45%), Devonport- Papakura (n=123) 4 82"
Employment & Economic 9 4
Wellbeing Takapuna (44%) and the Waitakere . A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
[o)
Ranges (51%).
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Council Processes Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > :jeifsfz?glcijger?ttli?;dmc{tfzt;r;?naopf)rtcr)m?crg?rzs;ct:zitr?;af:ézr::sriensmtcht

over the past 12 months: Vandalism such as graffiti or tagging, or broken windows in
shops and public buildings

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)
Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

due to rounding.
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Vandalism such as
graffiti or tagging

Pacific respondents (70%) were
more likely than those of other
ethnicities to perceive vandalism
to have been a problem in their
local area over the past year.
Asian respondents (56%) were
less likely to note this.

Respondents aged 65 plus
(53%) were also less likely to
perceive vandalism to have
been a problem in their local
area.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of vandalism as problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)
Net

A Problem
(1+2):

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Vandalism such as graffiti or tagging, or broken windows in
shops and public buildings

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Perception of people begging on the street as problem in local area —

. o, Net
Introduction PeOp'G begg | ng by local boards (%) A F(’:flza;em
. :
Research Design In the street Auckland Total (n=2608) 4 52
Half (52%) of Auckland respondents Rodney (n=108)  ElNE- N I S 18"
Sl e L considered people begging on the Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) - I E I I - 3 29
Upper Harbour (n=117) T M 0 s - 23
. street to have been a problem in Kaipatiki (n=151) IS I A A - I > 36"
Environment their local area during the last 12 Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 4 34Y
months. Henderson-Massey (n=148) 4 66"
Housing Residents of Whau and Waitemata Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 5 53
Whau (n=110) I S I I 3 79~
. (both 79%), Mangere-Otahuhu (77%), Albert-Eden (n=158) 6 56
FUBIETETEREE Otara-Papatoetoe (76%) and Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) IS M - - 3 28"
Papakura (71%) were more likely Waitemata (n=123) [ 34 [ as g ) 79~
Flalitn & bl than others to consider people Puketapapa (n=134) 5 50
begging on the streets to have been Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 8 52
LocalIssues a problem. Orakei (n=124) 3 42"
Howick (n=201) 6 36"
Community, Culture & Those in Rodney (18%), Upper Franklin ("=124) e - S > e 2 36"
SRR Nl S Harbour (23%), Waiheke-Great Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 3 77"
Barrier (28%) and Hibiscus and Bays Manurewa (n=124) 5 70
Climate Change (29%) were least likely to note this Otara-Papatoetoe (N=146) P e P S P 2 76"
- o _ problem. Residents in Kaipatiki Papakura (n=124) 6 7
SRSV chci;’t])c;?]l; (36%)’ Devonport—Takapuna (34%)’ . A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
Howick and Franklin (both 36%) and
A= . . Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Council Processes Orakei (42%) were also less likely to Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > Lﬁ;gfgﬁ:&tlindmctr:t;ﬂ aor;;ﬁzclrgg‘gs;;:zIt:;fﬂﬂlng:sri]st-:s:;;vrt

over the past 12 months: People begging on the street
(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

due to rounding.

note this.

Appendix
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People begging
in the street

Maori (63%) and Pacific
respondents (73%) were more
likely than the overall Auckland
sample (52%) to state that people
begging on the street has been a
problem in their local area in the
previous 12 months, while Asian
respondents (46%) were less likely
to report this.

Respondents aged under 25 (58%)
or 50 to 64 years (57%) were more
likely to state that people begging
on the street has been a problem
in their local area. In contrast,
those aged 65 plus (43%) were
less likely to report people
begging in the street as a local
problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of people begging on the street as problem in local area —

by age and ethnicity (%)

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

B Abig problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: People begging on the street

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Alcohol or drug
problems

Just over half (52%) of Auckland
respondents perceived alcohol or
drugs problems, or anti-social
behaviour associated with the use of
alcohol or drugs, to have been a
problem in their local area.

Again, respondents in several local
board areas were more likely to report
alcohol or drug problems or anti-social
behaviour to have been a problem:
namely respondents in Otara-
Papatoetoe (76%), Mangere-Otahuhu
(71%), Waitemata (70%), Papakura
(68%) and Manurewa (66%).

Respondents in Orakei (32%), Rodney
and Upper Harbour (both 34%) and
Howick (45%) were less likely to
perceive alcohol, drugs or anti-social
behaviour to have been a problem in
their local area.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of alcohol or drug problems as issue in local area — by

local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2609)
Rodney (n=108)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Alcohol or drug problems or anti-social behaviour associated

with the use of alcohol or drugs

1
. o [ 25 | 54 [V
10
IS - T — - W— 10
10
6
10
. o [ 43 | 31 [V
10
16

8
5
10
17

9
13
15

5
9
8
12

. A bit of a problem . Not a problem

due to rounding.

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Don’t know

Net
A Problem
(1+2):
52
34V
46
34V
45
43
55
56
59
46
57
707
44
54
32
45Y
46
7
66"
76"
68"

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Alcohol or drug
problems

Maori (62%) and Pacific
respondents (70%) were more
likely than the overall Auckland
sample (52%) to state that alcohol,
drugs or anti-social behaviour
have been a problem in their local
area in the previous 12 months.

Respondents aged 65 years plus
(42%) were less likely to state that
such issues have been a problem
in their local area.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of alcohol or drug problems as issue in local area — by

age and ethnicity (%)

Net
A Problem
(1+2):

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: Alcohol or drug problems or anti-social behaviour associated
with the use of alcohol or drugs

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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People sleeping
rough

Just under half (47%) of Auckland
respondents considered people
sleeping rough on the streets or in
vehicles to have been a problem in
their local area during the last 12
months.

Residents in Waitemata (70%),
Otara-Papatoetoe (68%), Mangere-
Otahuhu and Whau (both 66%),
Manurewa (62%), Papakura (58%)
and Waiheke-Great Barrier (57%)
were more likely to note people
sleeping rough as a local problem
over the last 12 months.

Respondents in Rodney (24%),
Upper Harbour (29%) , Hibiscus
Bays (32%), Kaipatiki and Howick
(both 35%), Devonport-Takapuna
and Franklin (both 36%) were less
likely to perceive people sleeping
rough to have been a problem in
their local area in the last 12
months.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of people sleeping rough in the street/ in vehicles
as problem in local area - by local boards (%)

Net
A Problem

(1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2604) 14 47
Rodney (n=107) 17 24

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 1 32
Upper Harbour (n=117)  EEREE A - . 10 29"
Kaipatiki (n=151)  EEENEE . 16 35"
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)  IEENEE . 14 36"
Henderson-Massey (n=148) 12 53
Waitakere Ranges (n=107) 16 48
Whau (n=110) 10 66"
Albert-Eden (n=158) 16 45
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 4 57
Waitemata (n=122) 1 70"
Puketapapa (n=134) 15 42
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 25 42
Orakei (n=124) 9 42

Howick (n=201)  EEINIFE . 14 35"

Frankiin (n=124)  IEENE . 4 36"
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 20 66"
Manurewa (n=124) 9 62"
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 13 68"
Papakura (n=124) 19 58"

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: People sleeping rough on the streets / in vehicles

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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People sleeping
rough

Maori (59%) and Pacific
respondents (63%) were more
likely than the overall Auckland
sample (47%) to state that people
sleeping rough has been a
problem in their local area in the
previous 12 months, while Asian
respondents (41%) were less likely
to report this as a problem in their
local area.

Respondents aged 65 years plus
(37%) were less likely to state that
people sleeping rough has been

a problem in their local area.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of people sleeping rough in the street/ in vehicles

as problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: People sleeping rough on the streets / in vehicles

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. A bit of a problem

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net

A Problem

(1+2):

47

52

48

48

37V

46

597

63"

41v

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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People you feel
unsafe around

Over half (52%) felt there has been a
problem with people whose
behaviour, attitudes or appearance
have caused them to feel unsafe in
the past 12 months.

Residents in Papakura (75%) Whau
(70%), Otara-Papatoetoe (67%),
Waitemata (67%), Mangere-Otahuhu
(62%) and Manurewa (63%) were
more likely to note problems with
people they felt unsafe around as a
problem in their local area over the
last twelve months.

The presence of such people was
perceived as less of a problem for
residents of Upper Harbour (29%),
Rodney (30%), Orakei and Waiheke-
Great Barrier (both 31%) and
Devonport-Takapuna (40%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of the presence of people you feel unsafe around as
problem in local area — by local boards (%)

Net
A Problem
(1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2605) 4 52
Rodney (n=108) AN e 5 30"
Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) | 000000 = o I 2 48
Upper Harbour (n=117) I I A - e 3 29"
Kaipatiki (n=151) [T M = I 3 44
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)  EEINE = 4 40"
Henderson-Massey (n=148)  EEEIN Iy e E e 6 51
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 8 53
Whau (n=110) | s e 2 70"
Albert-Eden (n=158) 3 50
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) | I s 1 3
Waitemata (n=123) 4 67"
Puketapapa (n=134) 6 50
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 6 53
Orakei (n=124) I s 1 31
Howick (n=201)  IENN E e e s 50
Franklin (n=124) 6 46
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 7 62"
Manurewa (n=124) 7 63"
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 4 67"
Papakura (n=123) | e e s 75"

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area >
over the past 12 months: People you feel unsafe around because of their behaviour,
attitude or appearance

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Perception of the presence of people you feel unsafe around as
problem in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)
Net

Introduction People you feel o
unsafe around (1+2):

. . Pacific respondents (63%) were
more likely than the overall nder 25 (n=314) -
O,

Environment that people they feel unsafe
roundnad been @ problem it 50 64 (1-627) 5 53
Housing their local area in the previous

Respondents aged 65 years

plus (38%) were less likely to uropean (n ) -
state that such people had been

a problem in their local area. ( ) -

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &

Climate Change

. A big problem . A bit of a problem . Not a problem Don’t know
Employment & Economic
Well be]ng Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

over the past 12 months: People you feel unsafe around because of their behaviour, )
due to rounding.

attitude or appearance
Council Processes (1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Sense of safety -
summary

Respondents were asked to rate their
general feelings of safety in their city centre
during the day and after dark.

While 80% said they feel safe in their city
centre during the day, just 37% felt safe in
their city centre after dark.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceived safety in various circumstances (summary)
— Auckland total (%)

Net Safe Net Unsafe
(3+4): (1+2):

In your city centre during 34 46 15 ! 80 17
the day (n=2609) I

In your city centre after
dark (n=2606) 29 36 22 37 58

. Very safe . Fairly safe . A bit unsafe . Very unsafe . Don’t know/not applicable

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
following situations differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

(1= Very unsafe, 2 — A bit unsafe, 3 — Fairly safe, 4 — Very safe) due to founding.
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Sense of safety —
In your city centre
during the day

Eight in ten Auckland
respondents (80%) said they feel
safe in their city centre during
the day.

Those living in Upper Harbour
(89%) and Devonport-Takapuna
(88%) were most likely to state
that they felt safe.

Those living in Waitakere
Ranges (71%), Waitemata and
Manurewa (both 72%) were less
likely than the rest of Auckland
to indicate they felt safe in their
city centre during the day.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perceived safety — In city centre during the day — by local boards (%)

Net Safe = Net Unsafe

(3+4): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2609) 34 | 46 | 15 D3] 80 17
Rodney (n=109) 76 17
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 4 | 338 [ 14 (i3] 82 15
Upper Harbour (n=117) 4 | 43 | 8 [ 89" o
Kaipatiki (n=151) 3 [ 45 | 12 [ 85 13
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 40 [ 43 | 8 [ 88" 10
Henderson-Massey (n=148) 24 | 60 | 11 (37 84 14
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 31 40 ] 20 |5 4] 71 25"
Whau (n=111) 80 18
Albert-Eden (n=158) 3 | 4 | 19 I 77 2
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 53  moreol 10 4] 6 | 80 15
Waitemata (n=123) 72Y 25"
Puketapapa (n=134) 28 | 5 | 14 [34] 79 17
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 76 22
Orakei (n=124) 43 [ 4 | 13 f 85 14
Howick (n=200) 3 [ 46 | 14 (4] 81 15
Franklin (n=124) 3 | 40 | 15 f5] 78 17
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) 3 | 53 | 12 1 85 13
Manurewa (n=123) >3 [ 4 | U |4][3 72Y 247
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 23 [ 53 | 20 [30) 76 23
Papakura (n=124) >3 [ 58 | 16 i 81 18

. Very safe

. Fairly safe . A bit unsafe . Very unsafe . Don’t know/not applicable

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following
situations... In your city centre during the day

(1— Very unsafe, 2 — A bit unsafe, 3 — Fairly safe, 4 — Very safe)

due to rounding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Perceived safety — In city centre during the day — by age and ethnicity (%)
Net Safe  Net Unsafe

Introduction Sense of safety — o

In your city centre aucidand Total (n-2609)  [IEEIN L TR 80 "
during the day mesen  IEEEETEEE, -
Built & Natural differences in perceptions of 25-49 (n1143) 80 19
i safety in their city centre durin
the day by ethnicity.
PO - I
Young people under age 25 65+ (n=526) £t & 77 16
: 86%) were more likely to state
that they felt safe than older European (n=1671) o/ = “ 8 18
; eople.

Community, Culture & seneeseo [T - 7

Social Networks

Research Design

Quality of Life

Climate Change . Very safe . Fairly safe . A bit unsafe . Very unsafe . Don’t know/not applicable

Employment & Economic

Well being Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

situations... In your city centre during the day due to rounding

. (1—Very unsafe, 2 — A bit unsafe, 3 — Fairly safe, 4 — Very safe)
Council Processes

Appendix

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Sense of safety —
In your city centre
after dark

Nearly six in ten Auckland
respondents (58%) said they feel
unsafe in their city centre after
dark, including one in five (22%)
who feel very unsafe.

Feelings of being unsafe in their
city centre at night were greater
than the rest of Auckland among
residents of Papakura (68%
feeling unsafe, compared with
58% overall).

In contrast, 41% of those who live
in Waiheke-Great Barrier said
they felt unsafe in their city
centre at night. Residents in
Rodney (48%), Hibiscus and Bays
(47%) and Kaipatiki (50%) were
also less likely to feel unsafe in
this setting.

Perceived safety — In city centre after dark — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Safe = Net Unsafe

(3+4): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2606) (8 o0 36 | 22 6] 37 58
Rodney (n=110) [ 12 3 96 | 23 [ 8| 44 48"
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) [ 2 82 98 | 19 [ O | 447 47"
Upper Harbour (n=116) o | 28 40 | 19 4] 37 59
Kaipatiki (n=151) [ 8 b 372 ) 36| 14 (5] 45" 50"
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 2 30 38 | 19 H 57
Henderson-Massey (n=147) 36 59
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 35 3 | 238 [ 8| 28 64
Whau (n=111) (6l 26 3 | 24 4] 32 64
Albert-Eden (n=158) (8 L o5 | 34 | 20 4] 33 63
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) [ 25  [mogl 94| 17 | 6] 541 41V
Waitemata (n=123) 31 64
Puketapapa (n=133) (6l 26 ] 36 | 2> | 8] 32 60
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=116) (6l 34| 27  |5] 34 61
Orakei (n=124) (6l o5 ] 4 | 18 3] 32 65
Howick (n=201) [ 11 30 ) 36 | 15 | O | 40 51
Franklin (n=124) 43 50
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) [ 16 [ 99 33 | D21 45 54
Manurewa (n=124) ] - I S TR N 29 64
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) (403 )l 39 | D22  [O] 34 60
Papakura (n=124) 27" 68"

. Very safe

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following
situations... In your city centre after dark

(1— Very unsafe, 2 — A bit unsafe, 3 — Fairly safe, 4 — Very safe)

. Fairly safe . A bit unsafe . Very unsafe . Don’t know/not applicable

due to rounding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Sense of safety —
In your city centre
after dark

Maori (52%) and Pacific
respondents (51%) were less
likely than the overall Auckland
sample (58%) to state that they
have felt unsafe in their city
centre after dark.

Respondents aged under 25
years (65%) were more likely
than others to say they felt
unsafe in their city centre after
dark, while those aged 65 years
plus (47%) were less likely to say
they felt unsafe in this situation.

Perceived safety — In city centre after dark — by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2606)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=625)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Safe = Net Unsafe
(3+4): (1+2):

DO - -
DR - -
O -

European (n=1670)

e T [

woesy NI - >

Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=579)

. Very safe . Fairly safe . A bit unsafe . Very unsafe

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following
situations... In your city centre after dark

(1—Very unsafe, 2 — A bit unsafe, 3 — Fairly safe, 4 — Very safe) due to founding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

T -

. Don’t know/not applicable

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Introduction
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o~o WHATUNGA HAPORI,

‘27" WHATUNGA AHUREA,
WHATUNGA PAPORI /
COMMUNITY, CULTURE

AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

This section reports on a wide range of questions
relating to social participation and engagement with
others. Areas covered include respondents’

Quiality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing . . . .
perceptions of a sense of community within their local

area, their participation in social networks and groups,
their contact with others in their neighbourhood,
whether they have experienced feelings of isolation in
the last 12 months. The section also covers issues

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

relating to culture and diversity, and discrimination and
Climate Change prejudice.

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix
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Importance of
sense of
community

Seven in 10 Auckland respondents
(71%) considered feeling a sense
of community with people in their
neighbourhood is important to
them.

Residents in Waiheke-Great
Barrier (85%) were most likely to
agree that a sense of community
is important to them, while those
who live in Waitemata (58%) and
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (62%) were
less likely to consider feeling a
sense of community with people
in their neighbourhood is
important to them.

Importance of sense of community — by local boards (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (142):

Auckland Total (n=2606) n 7
Rodney (n=110) T 78 7

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 75 4
Upper Harbour (n=117) (41 66 5
Kaipatiki (n=150) [ 611 73 7
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 78 6
Henderson-Massey (n=148) n 8
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) El 73 4
Whau (n=110) 10| 76 10

Albert-Eden (n=158) (411 69 4
Waiheke - GB (n=121) 85" oY
Waitemata (n=122)  IEZE 58" 18
Puketapapa (n=133) 74 5
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 62" 7
Orakei (n=124) Bl 77 4

Howick (n=201) [ 411 69 5

Franklin (n=124) | 6 | 69 7
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 67 5
Manurewa (n=123) 6| 69 6
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 74 6
Papakura (n=124) 69 7

. Agree

. Strongly Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

. Disagree

. Strongly Disagree

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @Q26. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
It's important to me to feel a sense of community with people in my neighbourhood
(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Importance of sense of community — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

Introduction (4+5): (1+2):

Importance of

Research Design sense of Auckland Total (n=2606) 7 7
Quality of Life commun Ity Under 25 (n=314) 58" 15

Environment perceived importance of feeling
Housing people in their neighbourhood

by ethnicity. 65+ (n=523) W /6" 2
European (n=1669) 72 6
Maor (1-440) 7 5

Public Transport

However, respondents aged
Health & Wellbeing under 25 attached less
importance to feeling a sense of

Local Issues community with people in their
Community, Culture & people did (58% agreeing
SociaiNetwors 75 N o
compared with 71% of the total Asian (n=580) 14 54 2 68 7
Auckland sample). In contrast,
Climate Change 76% of those aged 65 plus felt
this is important to them. . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree . Strongly Disagree
Employment & Economic
WeIIbeing Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Source: @26. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements: number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

It's im n m feel n f community with le in my neigh rh
t's important to me to feel a sense of co unity with people y neighbourhood figures in the chart due to rounding.

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

Council Processes 5 e
— Strongly agree)

Appendix

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Sense of community experienced - by local boards (%)
Net Agree Net Disagree

Introduction S f (4+5): (1+2):
ense o Auckland Total (n=2600) I I I 32 47 21
Research Design commun ity Rodney (n=109) IEMN I EET 24 641 7
. Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) WENI ey 23 55 23
Quality of Life experienced Upper Harbour (n=117) 39 I 45 16
Kaipatiki (n=150)  WEERNERT 34 [ 10 [ 4] 52 14Y
Built & Natural Nearly half (47%) of Auckland Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) By 29 13 | 6] 51 20
Environment respondents agreed that they Henderson-Massey (n=148) 29 16 4] 51 21
feel a sense of community with Waitdkere Ranges (n=109) 28 54 18
Housing others in their neighbourhood, Whau (n=110) 29 45 26
while 21% disagreed. Albert-Eden (n=158) 37 16| 6| 4 2
Public Transport Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 19 | 6 11 75" 7
The sense of community Waitemata (n=122) 32 29" 40
Health & Wellbeing experienced was greater than Puketapapa (n=134) 24 48 28
the rest of Auckland among Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 37 16| 7| 39 24
Barrier (75%), Rodney (64%) and Howick (n=201) 35 40" 24
: ; in (n= |53 | " 12¢
Community, Culture & Franklin (61%). It was lowest Franklin (1=124) M 23 27 6
Social Networks among those who live in Mangere-Otahuhu (n=96)  EM 35 [ 14 [3] 48 17
Waitemata (29%). It was also Manurewa (n=123) 37 44 19
Climate Change lower than the rest of Auckland Otara_Pa;atoitoe En::;: I E— 30 — j; ij
) . apakura (n= 4 7 12 |
among residents of Howick El 3 .
Employment & Economic (40%).
Wellbeing . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree . Disagree . Strongly Disagree
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the

Council Processes Source: @26. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 'r‘:smuﬁs:\q‘g;zﬁgg:‘g%”;ﬁ;’;ggfﬁgZi;g;‘;ﬁgtg’:g’;}gi;‘gg" The

| feel a sense of community with others in my neighbourhood
(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)
Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Sense of
community
experienced

Asian respondents were less
likely to feel a sense of
community with others in their
neighbourhood (42% compared
to 47% overall).

The sense of community
residents experienced increased
with age. One in three (34%) of
those under 25 and 42% of those
aged 25 to 49 years were less
likely to agree compared with
55% of those aged 50 to 64 and
64% of those aged 65 plus that
they feel a sense of community
with others in their
neighbourhood.

Sense of community experienced - by age and ethnicity (%)

Auckland Total (n=2600) n 32
Under 25 (n=314) 55
25— 49 (n=1143) 34
so-cerczer [N
European (n=1666) n 30
Maori (n=439) RO 2
Pacific (n=257) 34
Asian (n=578) 36

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @26. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
| feel a sense of community with others in my neighbourhood

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,
5 — Strongly agree)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

e v 2

EmE - -

EmE -
26 n 647 10v
48 22

T2 | - -

. Disagree . Strongly Disagree

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Participation in
social networks
and groups

Three in four Auckland
respondents (74%) said they
belong to at least one of the ten
types of social networks/groups
listed.

Belonging to a professional or
work network was most common
(28% mentioning this), followed
by belonging to a hobby or
interest group (24%), a faith-
based group (22%) or a group
fitness or movement group (21%).

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Participation in social networks and groups — Auckland total (%)

Professional / work networks (e.g. network of colleagues or professional _ 28%
association) °

Hobby or interest groups (e.g. book clubs, craft, gaming, online forums, etc.) _ 24%
Faith-based group / church community - 22%
Group fithess or movement (e.g., yoga, tai chi, gym class, etc.) - 21%
Clubs and societies (e.g., sports clubs, Lions Club, RSA, etc.) - 19%
Neighbourhood group (e.g., residents' association, play groups) - 13%
School, pre-school networks (BOT, PTA, organising raffles, field trips, etc.) - 10%
Volunteer / charity group (e.g., SPCA, Hospice, environmental group) - 9%
Cultural group (e.g. kapa haka, Samoan group, Somalian group) I 4%
Marae / hapu / iwi participation (e.g., Land Trust) I 2%
Family and friends I 1%

Other social network or group I 1%

None of the above I 26%

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) (n=2610)

Source: Q27. Thinking now about the social networks and groups you may be part of, do you
belong to any of the following?

*Please note the social network/group wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality
of Life survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details..
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Participation in social networks and groups

Participation in social networks and groups — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2610)
Rodney (n=110)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n-124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=46)
Papakura (n=124)

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Professional / work
networks

24
29
30
29

36"
25
20
30
32
26

397
24
30
35
28
22
16"
20
21
26

Source: Q27. Thinking now about the social networks and groups you
may be part of, do you belong to any of the following?

*Please note the social network/group wording has changed slightly from
the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022

Technical Report for further details.

Hobby or interest
groups

31
18
20
28
23
27
24
21
28
23
327
24
26
337
20
19
26
16"
18
25

Faith-based group /
church community

15
16
21
14Y
14
20
20
38"
13Y
4v
6v
327
27
21
26
15
377
307
40"
22

Group fitness or
movement

18
26
18
23
22
nv
20
23
18

207

307
26
24

207
16
18
23
14
21
16

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Clubs and societies

24
277
"
24
25
19
15
9v
18
277
16
17
13
25
25%
24
14
14
14
13

Neighbourhood group

22»
15
200
12
10
"
15
10
12
"
14
14
8
17
12
"
7
"
9
13

(Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)



Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Participation in social networks and groups

Participation in social networks and groups — by age and ethnicity (%)
Introduction

Professional / work . Faith-based group / Group fitness or
Hobby or interest groups .
networks church community movement

. Clubs and societies Neighbourhood group
Research Design

Auckland Total (n=2610
Quality of Life uckland Total (n=2610)

Under 25 (n=314) 26 327 26 21 20 6Y

Built & Natural 25 — 49 (n=1143) 32 25 20Y 22 16 14
Environment

50 — 64 (n=627) 27 18Y 21 20 18 1

Housing 65+ (n=526) 15Y 22 25 19 28" 14

European (n=1672) 31 27 13Y 23 24 13
Public Transport

Maori (n=440) 26 24 12v 23 22 16

Health & Wellbeing Pacific (n=258) 20V 20 517 24 14 8Y

Asian (n=580) 29 22 27" 15Y 1V 13
Local Issues
Community, Culture &
Social Networks
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

. Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared) (Themes mentioned by 5% or more of respondents)
Council Processes Source: Q27. Thinking now about the social networks and groups you V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

may be part of, do you belong to any of the following?
*Please note the social network/group wording has changed slightly from

: the 2020 Quality of Life survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022
Appendlx Technical Report for further details.
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Frequency of feeling isolated — by local boards (%)

. Net Rarely  Net Often
Introduction

(4+5): (1+2):
Frequency of
Research Design feelin g Ionely or Auckland Total (n=2609) - R T I P 7 47 12
Rodney (n=110) 2 I A Sy N 44 7
Quality of Life iIsolated Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) TR I M N S 44 12
Upper Harbour (n=117) T I N . 57 7
Built & Natural While nearly half (47%) of Auckland Kaipatiki (n=151) | I M 000 o o [ 48 10
E e respondents said they have rarely Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) | M I = M A e 47 10
or never felt lonely or isolated in the Henderson-Massey (n=148) | ) I T 1 O e 50 10
oSG past year, 12% said they have felt Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 57 13
. . = 22 [ 26 | 46 |51
this way most or all of the time. Whau (n=110) 22 26 46 =i 47 6
Public Transport Albert-Eden (n=158)  |ET-IN I AN e e 43 13
There were few local board related Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)  [FZ N I e e e 54 7
Health & Wellbeing differences. Residents in the Upper Waitemata (n=123) LT I A e e 53 14
Harbour (57%) were more likely to Puketapapa (n=134) K/ N T= R 1 o 49 10
‘rarely’ or ‘never’ feel this way Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)  IFE NN I = e 51 13
sl lssuss Orakei (n=124) 51 1
i o ick (n= 45 | i
ommunity, Culture - A in (n= 22 [ o7 | 40 |9 49 "
Socizl’ Networks Mangere-Otahuhu were were more Franklin (n=124) &2 2/ 0 Y
likely to feel lonely or isolated ‘most Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) 45 25
of the time’ or ‘always’ (24% and Manurewa (n=124) 46 14
B (o]
Climate Change - ivel dwith Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)  IEIIN I 2 0 o I e A e 37 240
respectively, compared wi
120/0 f ﬁ Auckl / q > d Papakura (n=124)  [IZEIN B O E e e 41 15
Employment & Economic 6 of all Auckland respondents).
Wellbeing B nNever B rerey I sometimes [ Most of the time B Aways

Council Processes

Appendix

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q28. Over the past 12 months how often, if ever, have you felt lonely or isolated?
(1 — Always, 2 — Most of the time, 3 — Sometimes, 4 — Rarely, 5 — Never)

due to rounding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Frequency of
feeling lonely or
isolated

Pacific respondents (20%) were
more likely than those of other
ethnic groups to say they feel
isolated ‘most of the time’ or
‘always’ (compared to the overall
Auckland total of 12%).

Feelings of isolation were age
related. While 27% of those under
25 said they feel isolated ‘most of
the time’ or ‘always’, only 7% of
those aged 50 to 64 and 5% of
those aged 65 plus felt this way
most or all of the time.

Frequency of feeling isolated — by age and ethnicity (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Rarely = Net Often

Auckland Total (n=2609)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=627)

65+ (n=525)

European (n=1672)

Maori (n=440)

Pacific (n=258)

Asian (n=579)

. Never . Rarely

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @Q28. Over the past 12 months how often, if ever, have you felt lonely or isolated?
(1— Always, 2 — Most of the time, 3 — Sometimes, 4 — Rarely, 5 — Never)

e
I T S T
T T S
I TS
I T T
I TR S T

due to rounding.

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Sometimes . Most of the time . Always

(4+5): (1+2):
47 12
29 277
43 13
56" 7
64 5
49 1
48 12
40 20
47 12

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Racism or
discrimination
towards particular
groups of people

Just under half (45%) of all
Auckland respondents considered
racism or discrimination towards
particular groups of people to
have been a problem in their local
area over the past 12 months.

Those living in Otara-Papatoetoe
(71%), Mangere-Otahuhu (60%),
Manurewa and Whau (both 56%),
were more likely to consider
racism or discrimination a problem
in their local areas than others.
Those living in Upper Harbour
(34%), Albert-Eden (35%) and
Orakei (33%) were less likely than
others to consider this a problem.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of racism or discrimination towards particular groups of people

— by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2606)
Rodney (n=108)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=116)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=122)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

B A big problem

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over the
past 12 months: Racism or discrimination towards particular groups of people

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

15
I T I ey —— 17
14
13
. o [ 3 | 39 | 17
17
14
22

12
I - T — v A—— 18
o [ .3 | 50 |
20

17
15
n
. o [ 37 | 41 K]
18

1
12
13
16

. A bit of a problem

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Not a problem Don’t know

Net
A Problem
(1+2):
45
36
38
34Y
44
M
49
40
56"
35Y
42
43
42
43
33Y
46
Y|
60"
56"
7"
54

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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Perception of racism or discrimination towards particular groups of people
— by age and ethnicity (%)
Net
A Problem

Racism or e

discrimination s '
towards particular 8
groups of people

Maori (55%) and Pacific

respondents (65%) were more 4 ) - ®
Loy nan hose o ohe! os o522 [ T - 3

ethnicities to consider racism or

iscrimination h n
problem in their area.
Perceptions were age related.
While 58% of those aged under
25 considered racism or

discrimination to have been a
problem, only 33% of

respondents aged 65 years plus

felt this way. B A big problem I Abitof a problem B Not a problem Don’t know
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over the respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

past 12 months: Racism or discrimination towards particular groups of people due to rounding.

(1— A big problem, 2 — A bit of a problem, 3 — Not a problem, 4 — Don’t know)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Personal
experience of
prejudice or
intolerance -
summary

Over the three months prior to the
survey, 12% of Auckland
respondents felt they have
personally experienced prejudice
or intolerance, or been treated
unfairly or excluded, in their local
area because of their COVID-19
vaccination status.

Twelve percent have experienced
this because of their ethnicity.

Personal experience of prejudice,
intolerance or unfair treatment
due to other factors such as
gender, age, etc., were less wide-
spread.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Personal experience of prejudice or intolerance over the prior three months in
local area — Auckland total (%)

*COVID-19 vaccination status (n=2605) - 12%

Ethnicity (n=2602)

Age (n=2603)

Gender (n=2603) - 7%

Physical or mental health condition (n=2604) . 5%

Sexual orientation (n=2600)

Religious beliefs (n=2603) I 3%

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @37. In the last three months in <local area >, have you personally experienced
prejudice or intolerance, or been treated unfairly or excluded, because of your...
“Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey
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Introduction

Personal experience of prejudice or intolerance in
Research Design prior 3 months in local area

. - . . . . _ o
Quality of Life Personal experience of prejudice or intolerance in prior 3 months in local area — by local boards (%)

.CO\./ID_19 Ethnicity Gender Age Physical or m.e.ntal Sexual orientation Religious beliefs
Built & Natural vaccination status health condition
12 12 7 7 5

Environment Auckland Total (n=2605) 3 3
Rodney (n=109) 197 5Y 7 5 3 1 1
- _ A
Housing Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 1 8 10 13 9 4 3
Upper Harbour (n=117) 3Y " 4 7 3 g 1
. Kaipatiki (n=150) 9 7 4 4 4 1 1
Public Transport Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 9 8 7 6 6 1 0
Henderson-Massey (n=147) 14 14 7 9 7 4 5
Health & Wellbeing Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 16 10 9 i 5 4 3
Whau (n=110) " 15 9 9 3 3 1
Local Issues Albert-Eden (n=158) 7 12 6 4 2 2 3
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 9" 6 6 9 4 4 3
. Waitemata (n=123) 7 10 10 4 5 3 2
Community, Culture & Puketapapa (n=134) 13 12 4 3 4 2 3
Social Networks Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 13 15 8 167 7 3 6
Orakei (n=124) 5Y 8 1V 3 1v 0 1
Climate Change Howick (n=201) 12 10 6 7 2 1 3
Franklin (n=124) " " 5 7 4 3 1
Employment & Economic Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 227 2070 " 14/ 14 8" 13~
Wellbeing I\_/Ianurewa (n=124) 8 14 3 4 4 3 2
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 20" 2070 7 9 14/ 4 10"
. Papakura (n=124) 16 18* 5 5 4 1 2
Council Processes
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
Source: @37. In the last three months in <local area >, have you personally experienced ¥ Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. prejudice or intolerance, or been treated unfairly or excluded, because of your...
Appendlx *Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey
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Introduction

Personal experience of prejudice or intolerance in
Research Design prior 3 months in local area

Personal experience of prejudice or intolerance in prior 3 months in local area — by age and ethnicity (%)

*COVID-19 o Physical or mental . . o .
12 7 7 5

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Auckland Total (n=2605) 3 3
. Under 25 (n=314) 12 14 144 " 10° 6 6
Housing
25 — 49 (n=1143) 141 12 7 5 5 3 3
Public Transport 50 — 64 (n=627) 10 13 4 8 5 1 2
65+ (n=521) 6 5Y 2V 8 2 1 3
Health & Wellbeing European (n=1668) " 6 7 8 4 2 2
Maori (n=440) 207 217 9 10 7 5 5
Local Issues
Pacific (n=258) 227 97 10 " 127 5 an
Community, Culture & Asian (n=580) 7Y 7 4 4 3 1 2
Social Networks Under 25 (n=314) 12 14 141 1 100 6 6
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
Source: @37. In the last three months in <local area >, have you personally experienced ¥ Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes prejudice or intolerance, or been treated unfairly or excluded, because of your...

*Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey

Appendix @
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Witnessed prejudice and intolerance in prior three months in local area

. — Auckland total (%)
Introduction

Witnessed
. . . *COVID-19 vaccination status (n=2598) 35%
SR orciudice or -
Quality of Life intolerance - Ethnicity (n=2595) _ 27%
. summary
Built & Natural
Environment Over the three months prior to Gender (1=2598) - 13%
the survey, 35% have witnessed
Housing prejudice or intolerance towards
someone, or seen them being Physical or mental health condition (n=2598) - 13%
Public Transport untreated unfairly or excluded,
because of their COVID-19
Health & Wellbeing vaccination status, in their local Sexual orientation (n=2595) - 12%
area.
Local Issues
Nearly three in ten (27%) have Age (n=2597) - 1%
Community, Culture & witnessed this behaviour
Social Networks because of a person’s ethnicity.
Religious beliefs (n=2597) - 1%
Climate Change

Employment & Economic

We||be]ng Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @38. In the last three months in <local area >, have you witnessed anyone showing
prejudice or intolerance towards a person other than yourself, or treating them unfairly or

. excluding them, because of their...

Council Processes *Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey

Appendix @
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Introduction

Witnessed prejudice and intolerance in prior three
Research Design months in local area

Witnessed prejudice or intolerance in prior 3 months in local area — by local boards (%)

*COVID-19 o Physical or mental . . o .
Ethnicity health condition Sexual orientation Religious beliefs
35 27 13 13 12 1" 1"

Quality of Life

Built & Natural Auckland Total (n=2598)

Environment Rodney (n=107) 47 26 13 13 14 1 9

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 43 25 14 16 13 14 "

Housing Upper Harbour (n=117) 31 25 7 8 1 9 6

Kaipatiki (n=151) 35 24 8 10 1 7 8

Public Transport Devonport-Takapuna (n=104) 34 27 16 10 8 " 6
Henderson-Massey (n=145) 32 27 16 15 1 13 16

Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 50” 29 16 16 12 15 6

Health & Wellbeing Whau (n=109) 38 ke 17 17 13 15 14

Albert-Eden (n=158) 30 22 12 13 10 7 "

Local Issues Waiheke-Great Barrier =121) 56~ 21 12 13 1 12 9
Waitemata (n=123) 41 32 21" 15 16 14 14

Community, Culture & Puketapapa (n=133) 31 27 8 12 9 7 "
Social Networks Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) 31 27 16 14 12 il 9
Orakei (n=124) 26Y 18" 9 3v 8 5Y 4v

. Howick (n=200) 29 20Y 1 9 6" 9 6Y
Climate Change Franklin (n=124) 37 25 1 8 10 9 9
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 37 38" 19 20 17 20" 220

Employment & Economic Manurewa (n=123) 28 23 10 10 10 8 12
Wellbeing Otara—Papatoetoe (n=146) 38 347 18 257 207 15 190

Papakura (n=124) 457 33 12 20" 13 14 14

Council Processes Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @38. In the last three months in <local area >, have you witnessed anyone showing prejudice or
intolerance towards a person other than yourself, or treating them unfairly or excluding them, because of their...

. *Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey
Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Introduction

Witnessed prejudice and intolerance in prior three

Research Design months in local area
q q Witnessed prejudice or intolerance in prior 3 months in local area — by age and ethnicity (%
Quality of Life
Environment
Auckland Total (n=2598) 27 13 13 12 " 1"
Housing Under 25 (n=314) 457 397 2gn 247 247 16" 197
25 — 49 (n=1143) 40" 29 14 13 12 " 12
Public Transport 50 — 64 (N=626) 29 23 10 12 9 12 8
. 65+ (n=515) 22V 13Y 4y 6Y 3Y 7 4y
Health & Wellbeing
European (n=1664) 407 26 14 13 12 " 10
Lol [esims Maori (n=438) 43 35" 190 23" 16 7 18"
Pacific (n=258) 42n 32» 19" 24" 197 18" 22
Community, Culture & Asian (n=579) 26V 26 8" 7v 7v 6" 7
Social Networks
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Council Processes Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @38. In the last three months in <local area >, have you witnessed anyone showing prejudice or
intolerance towards a person other than yourself, or treating them unfairly or excluding them, because of their...

. *Please note this is a new statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey
Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Culture and identity

Accept and value me and others
of my identity (e.g., sexual,
gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

Fifty-six percent of Auckland
respondents agreed that people
in their local area accept and
value them and others of their
identity.

Those living in Waiheke-Great
Barrier (74%), Rodney (71%) and
Orakei (66%) were most likely to
agree that other people accept
and value them. Respondents
who live in Papakura (41%) and
Henderson-Massey (47%) were
less likely to think that other
people accept and value them
and others of their identity.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Accept and value me and others of my identity — by local boards (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree

(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2604) 37 56 4
Rodney (n=110)  |ETEN 25 2t m 3
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 30 i 63 5
Upper Harbour (n=117) 40 58 2
Kaipatiki (n=151) 42 52 3
Devonport-Takapuna (n=104) 34 [ 41 59 5
Henderson-Massey (n=147)  BEORREe s 48 2112 a7 4
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 42 13113] 52 4
Whau (n=111) 33 EiNEN 55 4
Albert-Eden (n=158) 39 53 8
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 21 2t 74" 4
Waitemata (n=123) 43 2 53 3
Puketapapa (n=134) 33 Eli® 61 4
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) M 4 49 5
Orakei (n=124) 31 1)) 66" 1
Howick (n=200)  EEERse 35 59 3
Franklin (n=124)  IEERNmmn 32 62 4
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 32 57 8
Manurewa (n=124) 34 3(3] 8 | 53 6
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145)  EEEEEI 38 50 7
Papakura (n=121) 48 41 5
. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree
with the following statements: People in <city/ local area> accept and value me and others
of my identity (e.g., sexual, gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Culture and identity

Accept and value me and others
of my identity (e.g., sexual,
gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

Maori (44%) respondents were
less likely than those of other
ethnicities to agree people in
their local area accept and value
them and others of their identity.

Those aged 65 plus (64%) were
more likely than younger age
groups to agree that people
accept and value them and
others of their identity.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Accept and value me and others of my identity — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

Auckland Total (n=2604) =7 i 56 4
Under 25 (n=314) 40 i 51 5

20~ 64 (623 37 56 4
porinesd I - I 2

European (n=1667) n 36 58 5
Maori(n=43¢) 4 o5 < I o

Pacific (1=256) 40 51 5

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree
with the following statements: People in <city/ local area> accept and value me and others
of my identity (e.g., sexual, gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Culture and identity

Feel comfortable dressing in a
way that expresses my identity in
public (e.g., sexual, gender,
ethnic, cultural, faith)

Seven in ten (72%) agreed that they
feel comfortable dressing in their
local area in a way that expresses
their identity in public, while 4%
disagreed with this.

There were few local board
differences. Those living in
Puketapapa (80%) were most likely to
agree that they feel comfortable
dressing in their local area in a way
that expresses their identity in public.

Those who live in Papakura (62%)
were least likely to agree that this is
the case.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Feel comfortable dressing in a way that expresses my identity in public Net Agree Net Disagree

— by local boards (%) (4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2601) 72 4
Rodney (n=108) 78 2
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 1312 77 4
Upper Harbour (n=117) 75 6
Kaipatiki ("=151) s S S S 3] 68 4
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) il 76 5
Henderson-Massey (n=148)  IEERN T E 66 6
Waitakere Ranges (n=108) NPT 311 5 | 69 4
Whau (n=111) 69 6
Albert-Eden (n=158) 411 73 5
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 21t 80 3
Waitemata (n=123) 73 4
Puketapapa (n=134) 80" 4
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 1410 5 | 67 6
Orakei (n=124) 75 2
Howick (n=200) 12 73 2
Franklin (n=124) 13} n 2
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) 68 6
Manurewa (n=124) 69 5
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 71 7
Papakura (n=121) e 62 8
. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree
with the following statements: | feel comfortable dressing in a way that expresses my
identity in public (e.g. social, sexual, gender, ethnic, cultural or faith).

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Culture and identity

Feel comfortable dressing in a
way that expresses my identity in
public (e.g., sexual, gender,
ethnic, cultural, faith)

Maori (66%) respondents were
less likely than respondents of
other ethnicities to agree that
this is so.

People aged under 25 years
were more likely to disagree
(10% compared to 4% across the
total sample) that they feel
comfortable dressing in a way
that expresses their identify in
public.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Feel comfortable dressing in a way that expresses my identity in public

— by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

17 n 71 100

TR - I :

25 66" 6

23 68 5
I

22 4 l 71 5

. Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree

. Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree
with the following statements: | feel comfortable dressing in a way that expresses my
identity in public (e.g. social, sexual, gender, ethnic, cultural or faith).

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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I can participate, perform, or attend activities or groups Net Agree Net Disagree

e e ) ) that align with my culture — by local boards (%) (4+5): (1+2):
Cu Itu re a nd Identlty Auckland Total (n=2601) E @ 27 66 4
Research Design I can participate, perform, or Rodney (n=108) 27 7l 70 3
attend activities or groups that Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 23 2] 7 4
Quality of Life align with my culture Upper Harbour (n=117) 24 i 74 2
Kaipatiki (n=151) 27 (e 67 2
Built & Natural Two in three Auckland Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 19 ER 74 5
Environment respondents (66%) agreed that Henderson-Massey (n=147) 32 59 7
they can participate, perform or Waitakere Ranges (n=108)  IEENNN e 33 211 4] 60 3
Housing attend activities or groups Whau (n=111) 24 12 6 | 68 2
aligning with their culture, while Albert-Eden (n=158) 27 3] 68 4
Public Transport 4% disagreed that this is the Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) 25 12} n 2
case. Waitemata (n=123)  IEERN ey 29 2t 66 4
Health & Wellbeing Puketapapa (n=134) 18 5] 411 71 107
Residents in Orakei (76%) were Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)  IEEEEEE e 30 (411 4] 61 5
Local Issues more likely to agree with this Orakei (n=124) 21 i 76" 1
statement than respondents in Howick (n=200) EEE 0y 30 2iE 65 3
Community, Culture & other local board areas. Franklin (n=124) 33 21l 63 3
Social Networks Residents in Puketapapa (10%) Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 25 L6133 64 8
were more likely than people in Manurewa (n=124) RN S 23 14] O | 63 4
Climate Change other board areas to disagree Otara-Papatoetoe (n=145) 27 L5 13] 64 6
that they can attend activities or Papakura (n=121) 32 31 5 | 58 4
Employment & Economic groups that align with their . Strongly Agree . Agree Neither . Disagree . Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

Wellbeing culture.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) .
Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree I:;Eztr ;efs‘r‘;';;:ﬁ‘éee:zz;zaclfgg:g :i?od:g&?ot:gfe::zrtg:; The
COLI nCI| PFOCGSSGS with the following statements: | can participate, perform, or attend activities or groups that results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

o o align with my culture. figures in the chart due to rounding.
» This is a new question in 2022 (1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

. 5 — Strongly agree)
Appendix - : .
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Culture and identity

| can participate, perform, or
attend activities or groups that
align with my culture

Again, Maori (60%) respondents were
less likely than other Aucklanders to
agree that they can participate,
perform or attend activities or groups
aligning with their culture, while Asian
respondents (71%) were more likely to
agree.

Those aged 65 plus (71%) were more
likely than younger people to agree
that they can participate, perform or
attend activities in a way that align
with their culture. Those aged under
25 (9%) were more likely to disagree
that this is the case than older people
were,

» This is a new question in 2022

I can participate, perform, or attend activities or groups
that align with my culture — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2601)
Under 25 (n=314)

25— 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=624)

65+ (n=520)

European (n=1663)

Maori (n=438)
Pacific (n=257)

Asian (n=580)

. Strongly Agree

. Agree Neither

B T
S,

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Agree Net Disagree
(4+5): (1+2):

27 66 4
s mg - o
29 65 4
26 67 3

EEmaaTrTaa. - 8 -

IR T
I

R

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @36. Thinking about living in <local area >, how much do you agree or disagree
with the following statements: | can participate, perform, or attend activities or groups that

align with my culture.

(1— Strongly disagree, 2 — Disagree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Agree,

5 — Strongly agree)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Disagree

R
2 o 6
23 I 67 6

23 I 7" 3

. Strongly Disagree . Prefer not to say

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Impact of COVID-19
on relationships

Fourin 10 Auckland respondents
(40%) felt that COVID-19 has had
a negative impact on their
relationships over the last year,
while 15% feel it has had a
positive impact.

Residents of Upper Harbour
(49%) were more likely to
perceive a negative impact.
Those living in Maungakiekie-
Tamaki were more likely than
residents of other local boards to
perceive a positive impact (24%
compared with 15% for the
overall sample) and less likely to
perceive a negative impact (30%
compared with 40% overall).

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Net Net
Impact of COVID-19 on Relationships — by local boards (%) Positive  Negative
Impact Impact
(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=2601) 41 32 [ 8 [4] 15 40
Rodney (n=109) [y 37 15 48
Hibiscus and Bays (n=164) 39 35 | 9 D 15 44
Upper Harbour (n=117)  pEman 35 40| 9 | 14 497
Kaipatiki (n=151) 46 15 38
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 35 4| 3 [ 13 49
Henderson-Massey (n=147) 46 L 26 | o 14 15 34
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 46 28 |G [3] 16 34
Whau (n=111) BRI 45 12 38
Albert-Eden (n=156) 37 [ 37 | 9 [ 14 47
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)  FFERTH 35 35 | 9 [3 18 44
Waitemata (n=123) 44 14 ol
Puketapapa (n=132) 39 32 | 8 [5] 16 40
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) I 38 [ 23 [ 7] 8| 24" 30Y
Orakei (n=123)  EAREN 40 20 38
Howick (n=200) 49 14 34
Franklin (n=124) 49 14 33
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 45 22 | 13 |6 | 14 35
Manurewa (n=124)  EMIET 33 .30 | 14 [ 9 | 14 43
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 28 14 45
Papakura (n=124) 35 35T 6 7 | 17 41
. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable
impact impact impact impact

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-12 had on...?

(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive

impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Impact of COVID-19 on Relationships — by age and ethnicity (%) Net Net
Positive Negative
Introduction Impact Impact

Impact of COVID-19 @s):  (e2)

Research Design . : Auckland Total (n=2601) # R - 40
on relationships
Quality of Life (n=314) 36 35 47
There were no significant
Built & Natural ethnicity based differences in 38 “I
Environment perceptions of the impact of 50 — 64 (n=624) P 16 37
COVID-19 on their relationships
Housing over the last year 65+ (n=520)
| 4] 8| 5 e 29
Public Transport However, nearly half of those
under 25 (47%) perceived a 39 = ﬂ 43
Health & Wellbeing negative impact on their
e Maori (439 i 3 : 7 40
relationships because of COVID- { ) n- -n
Local | i 9
ocal Issues 19, compared with only .296 o'f Pacific (n=257) n 39 n 15 35
those aged 65 plus feeling this
Community, Culture & way Asi _
Social Networks 46 28 nl 15 36
Climate Change
. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable

impact impact impact impact

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive
impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

» This is a new question in 2022

Appendix
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Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

TAIRARU AHUARANGI /
CLIMATE CHANGE

This section reports on two questions relating to climate
change and sustainability. The first measures the climate
actions respondents consider they have taken on an
ongoing basis over the last 12 months, while the second
measures the extent to which respondents worry about

the impact of climate change on their local area .
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Climate actions

On average, respondents claimed
to have taken climate actions in
three of the six areas probed, on
an ongoing basis over the
previous 12 months.

Managing waste actions were
taken on an ongoing basis by
over half of all Auckland
respondents (56%), while a similar
proportion (55%) said they took
purchasing actions on an ongoing
basis.

Transport and energy actions
were less prevalent.

» This is a new question in 2022

What climate actions (if any) have you taken — Auckland total (%)

Managing waste actions (e.g., reducing food/organic waste going
to landfill)

Purchasing actions (e.g., buying fewer products, buying less
plastics or single use disposable products)

Food actions (e.g., eating more plant-based foods, growing your
own food, shopping locally and seasonally, composting)

Talked about climate change issues or solutions (e.g., talk to
friends, family, colleagues)

Transport actions (e.g., choosing to walk, bike or bus, flying less,
driving an electric vehicle, car sharing)

Energy actions (e.g., upgrading your home to reduce electricity
use)

Anything else

None of the above

Don't know

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) (n=2611)
Source: @39. Over the last 12 months, what climate actions (if any) have
you taken on an ongoing basis?

-

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

56%
55%
48%
43%

34%
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Climate actions

Climate actions — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2611)
Rodney (n=110)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

Managing waste
actions

56
63
63
66"
60
63
53
59
60
57
77"
53
55
50
57
51
60
51
48Y
52
59

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q39. Over the last 12 months, what climate actions (if any) have you taken on an ongoing basis?

Please note this a new question from the 2022 Quality of Life survey.

Purchasing
actions

55
54
66"
61
56
59
51
63
55
63"
72"
56
56
50
65"
52
56
40Y
53
46Y
45Y

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Food actions

48
55
53
54
52
59"
43
56
48
58"
73"
50
46
36Y
52
47
45
40
39Y
34Y
52

Talked about
climate change
issues or solutions
43
50
47
46
45
47
36
52
44
49
en
47
43
42
53*

43
33Y
32Y
33Y
31
36

Transport actions | Energy actions | Anything else

34
27
35
39
39
447
23
32
35
537
597
551
38
34
36
24V
23
23
24V
27
26

23
327
20
28
24
24
18
29
29
22
327
28
23
21
21
23
22
23
21
17
19

O - = = = W WO WNOOUG = NO = = =~ =~ NN
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None of the
above

13
15
13
10

14
5v
13
10
4V
10
1
16
13
1
17
19
17
18
15

Don't know

157

10
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Climate actions

Climate actions — by age and ethnicity (%)

Introduction

Research Design

Talked about None of the
Food actions climate change | Transport actions | Energy actions | Anything else above Don't know
issues or solutions

Managing waste Purchasing

actions actions

Quality of Life

Auckland Total (n=2611) 56 55 48 43 34 23 2 13 6
Built & Natural
Environment Under 25 (n=314) 43Y 47" 38Y 41 36 12Y 1 13 1
. 25— 49 (n=1143) 54 57 47 42 33 23 1 13 5
Housing
50 — 64 (n=627) 63" 57 53 42 34 26 2 12 5
RUBlICHFEMSPOrt 65+ (n=527) 65" 54 53 48 32 28 3 13 4
Health & Wellbeing European (n=1672) 61" 58 52 49 37 23 3 13 2
Maori (n=441) 63" 51 50 42 33 22 1 15 7
Local Issues
Pacific (n=258) 47V 39V 37Y 31 27V 16Y 0 18" 137
Community, Culture & Asian (n=580) 50 58 46 37Y 32 25 1 9 7
Social Networks
Climate Change
Employment & Economic
Wellbeing
Council Processes Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q39. Over the last 12 months, what climate actions (if any) have you taken on an ongoing basis?
Please note this a new question from the 2022 Quality of Life survey.
Appendlx A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Worry about the
impact of climate
change on
Auckland

Concern about the impact of
climate change on Auckland and
its residents was mixed. While
44% of Auckland respondents
said they are ‘worried’ or ‘very
worried’ about the impact, 46%
said they are only a little worried
or not at all worried.

The level of worry was greater
than the rest of Auckland among
residents in Waiheke-Great
Barrier (58%), Devonport-
Takapuna (55%), Waitemata and
Whau (both 54%). Those more
likely to say they are not at all or
only a little worried were living in
Upper Harbour (57%) and Orakei
(59%) — compared with the overall
total of 46% expressing little or no
worry.

Worry about the impact of climate change on Auckland — by

local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2611)
Rodney (n=110)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=165)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)
Henderson-Massey (n=148)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=111)

Albert-Eden (n=158)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=124)

Howick (n=201)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=124)

. Not at all worried . A little worried . Worried . Very worried

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q40. To what extent do you personally worry about the impact of climate
change on the future of Auckland and residents of Auckland?

(1— Not at all worried, 2 — A little worried, 3 — Worried, 4 — Very worried, 5 — | don’t

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Net Not/ A Net Worried/
little worried  Very worried

(1+2): (3+4):
8 46 44
[ 2 s34 20 | 19 W3 46 48
[ 8 [ 86 25 [ 17 [ 44 42
o 44 | 18 [ 21 B 57~ 39
6 45 48
I P - I T G 41 550
7 53 38
8 43 46
[ o L o7 ] 29 | 25 [ 36 547
5 45 49
[ 14 93 18 [ 40 ) 37 58~
5 39 547
o [ 3 | 2 | 20 [ 44 46
1 46 43
[ 8 [ 400 o0 [ 15 [ 597 35
(I | 52 36Y
16 s ] 22 | 18 v 49 41
[ o [ 836 ] 18 [ 20 I 46 38
8 45 44
EEE Y ey T 10 40 48
[ 6 [ s 28 [ 19 3 47 46

| don’t know enough . | don’t believe in
about climate change climate change

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

know enough about climate change , 6 — | don’t believe in climate change)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Worry about the
impact of climate
change on
Auckland

Pacific respondents (38%) were
less likely than other Aucklanders
to say they were not at all worried
or a little worried about the impact
of climate change on the future of
Auckland, compared with the
overall 46% who expressed little
or no worry.

Worry about the impact of climate
change on Auckland was age
related. While 54% of those aged
under 25 said they are ‘worried’
or ‘very worried’, only 35% of
those aged 65 plus said this.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

Worry about the impact of climate change on Auckland — by
age and ethnicity (%)

o f
o f
/]
ol
-
-8
ol
O T
. |

| don’t know enough
about climate change

Auckland Total (n=2611)
Under 25 (n=314)

25— 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=627)

65+ (n=527)

European (n=1672)
Maori (n=441)

Pacific (n=258)

Asian (n=580)

. Not at all worried . A little worried . Worried . Very worried

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q40. To what extent do you personally worry about the impact
of climate change on the future of Auckland and residents of Auckland?
(1— Not at all worried, 2 — A little worried, 3 — Worried, 4 — Very worried,
5 — I don’t know enough about climate change , 6 — | don’t believe in
climate change)

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Net Not/ A Net Worried/
little worried Very worried

(1+2): (3+4):
46 44
36V 544
47 45
49 a4
51n 35V
47 45
47 42
38 44
47 44

. | don’t believe in
climate change

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
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HE ORANGA WHIWHI
MAHI, HE ORANGA

OHANGA / EMPLOYMENT

& ECONOMIC WELLBEING

This section reports on respondents’ employment
status, perceptions of their work/life balance and their
ability to cover costs of everyday needs.

In 2022, additional questions were included to help
understand the impact of COVID-19 on individuals and
businesses.
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Employment
status

Around seven in 10 Auckland
respondents (69%) worked in
paid employment, 57% for 30
hours or more a week and 12%
for fewer than 30 hours.

Employment status — Auckland total (%)

In paid work 30 hours or more a week

In paid work less than 30 hours a week

Retired

Not currently in paid employment

Caring for children under 18 (unpaid)

Student

Volunteer work

Caring for other dependents (unpaid)

Other

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) (n=2608)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

69%

Source: Q17. Which of the following applies to your current situation?

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey.

See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

NET In paid employment

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Introduction Emp'oyment status

Research Design Employment status — by local boards (%)

Caring for other
dependents Other
(unpaid)

In paid work 30| In paid work Not currently in Caring for
hours or more a| less than 30 Retired paid children under| Student
week hours a week

Volunteer

NET In paid
work

Quality of Life employment employment | 18 (unpaid)

Auckland Total (n=2608) 69 13 10 5 3 3
Built & Natural Rodney (n=110) 66 51 15 20 10 177 6 6 2 2
Environment Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 65 54 1 191 1 14 9 7 3 3
Upper Harbour (n=117) 77 67" 10 13 10 12 9 4 3 2
Housing Kaipatiki (n=151) 74 65" 9 10 6" 7 7 2 2 8
Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 74 54 20" 14 5Y 6 12 4 4 2
Public Transport Henderson-Massey (n=148) 70 56 14 9 12 1" 12 3 1 1
Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 61 47 13 16 18” 16 9 7 6 7
Health & Wellbeing Whau (n=110) 73 61 13 1 1 8 8 6 6 4
Albert-Eden (n=158) 75 60 14 12 5v 12 16 2 2 0
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 66 47V 197 18 1 8 3Y 9 5| 4
Local Issues
Waitemata (n=123) 73 59 14 12 10 3Y 12 4 1 5
c itv. Cult g Puketapapa (n=134) 66 53 13 1 18 8 12 3 1 3
Ommum_ Y, Luitre Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 65 56 9 9 15 7 10 10 2 2
Social Networks o
Orakei (n=123) 70 55 15 19 9 10 9 8 1 2
. Howick (n=201) 69 61 8 15 1 8 8 3 3 4
Climate Change Franklin (n=124) 66 59 8 194 7 12 5v 5 3 5
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98) 60 47 12 8 247 10 177 4 8" 1
Employment & Manurewa (n=124) 62 55 7 16 15 10 8 6 2 4
Economic Wellbeing Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 60 47 12 5 237 177 177 3 7 4
Papakura (n=123) 76 66" 10 9 9 13 4y 5 3
COLI nciI Processes Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q17. Which of the following applies to your current situation? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details. due to rounding.

Appendix
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Introduction Emp|oyment status

Research Design Employment status — by age and ethnicity (%)

In paid work 30| In paid work Not currently in Caring for Volunteer Caring for other

hours or more a| less than 30 Retired paid children under| Student work dependents

week hours a week employment 18 (unpaid) (unpaid)

NET In paid

Quality of Life
employment

Built & Natural
Environment

Auckland Total (n=2608)

Under 25 (n=314) 64 39Y 257 0 17n 4 51 7 4 3
Housin
9 25 - 49 (n=1143) 83 " 1 0 9 17n 6 3 2 2
Public Transport 50 - 64 (n=626) 747 65" 9 7Y 14 5Y v 5 4 4
65+ (n=525) 22V 157 7V 74" 12 2Y 0 7 2 4
Health & Wellbeing
European (n=1671) 70 57 13 17" 10 12 8 6 2 3
Local Issues Maori (n=440) 66 56 10 1 15 12 9 6 4 6
Pacific (n=258) 63Y 51 12 6 20" 9 157 3 7 2
Community, Culture &
Social Networks Asian (n=579) 73" 62n 1 8Y 1 8 12 3 2 2
Climate Change
Employment &
Economic Wellbeing
Council Processes Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: Q17. Which of the following applies to your current situation? resepoidee:ti asnda:reeatei:g ;E:)fgpa:)ftionyofthe t(g)tal.gThe results lrlnay
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life survey. differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
Appendix See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details. due to rounding.
~ Significantly higher than Auckland total {(excluding the sub-group compared)

V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)




Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment &
Economic Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Impact of COVID-19
on job security

One in three Auckland respondents
(32%) felt that COVID-19 has had a
negative impact on their job security
over the last year, while 10% felt it
has had a positive impact.

Those living in Otara-Papatoetoe
(44%) were more likely than others
to note a negative impact.

Those in Hibiscus and Bays were
less likely than residents of other
board areas to note a positive
impact (4%).

» This is a new question in 2022

Impact of COVID-19 on Job security — by local boards (%)

Auckland Total (n=2113)
Rodney (n=86)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=128)
Upper Harbour (n=98)
Kaipatiki (n=128)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=81)
Henderson-Massey (n=120)
Waitakere Ranges (n=83)
Whau (n=92)

Albert-Eden (n=137)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=96)
Waitemata (n=104)
Puketapapa (n=108)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=93)
Orakei (n=99)

Howick (n=155)

Franklin (n=102)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=79)
Manurewa (n=95)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=121)
Papakura (n=108)

. Strong positive .

impact

(4] 6
13]
3] 9
3] 5
(416
(5] 6
2L 5|

2l 10 |
14

[ 6 [3]
15

[ 6 | 11 |

Some positive
impact

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-12 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive

impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

58
56
59
62
61
55
55)
61
56
59
53]
64
58
54
54
59
62
57

54

44
57

No impact

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

. Some negative
impact impact

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

L 26
26 | 16 |
L 19 | 3 |
.23 | o |

.29 | 15 |

. Strong negative

Net
Positive
Impact
(4+5):

10
10
4V
12
8
10
10
7
13

10

15
12
10

16
12
"

Net
Negative
Impact
(1+2):

32
35
37
26
31
35
31
31
31
33
42
26
34
31
33
31
32
34
29
44
32

. Not applicable

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.
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Impact of COVID-19 on Job security — by age and ethnicity (%) Po':i(:itve Ne:aettive
Impact Impact

Introduction

Impact of COVID-19 e
. : : Auckland Total (v-2113) [ 58 10 2
Research Design on jOb Securlty

. . Under 25 (n=282) Bl ° 59 [ 2 o | 0
Quality of Life w282 B0 30

Asian respondents (37%) were

more likely than those of other 25-49 (n=1065) n 56 1 33

Built & Natural

Environment ethnicities to feel that COVID-19
. . 50 — 64 (n=551
has had a negative impact on (n=551) = 8 33
Housing their job security over the last B
year. Pacific respondents were n e & 8 30
Public Transport more likely than others to note a
E =1341
positive impact (15% compared uropean (n=1341) B 2 “n 10 28

Health & Wellbein with the rest of Auckland at 10%).

There were no age-related

Local Issues -
differences in perceptions of job Pacific (n=215) ﬂ 49 15 36
security due to COVID-19.

Community, Culture & )
al Astan (n=503) _-
Social Networks E 53 26 1 9 377

Climate Change

. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative
impact impact impact impact
Employment &
Economic Wellbeing
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
Source: @33, Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...? respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may

differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

» This is a new question in 2022 (1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive due to rounding.

Council Processes impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Balance between
work and other
aspects of life

Just over half (52%) of Auckland
respondents in paid employment
were satisfied with the balance
of work and other aspects of
their life (such as time with family
or leisure), while 26% were not
satisfied.

Respondents in paid
employment who were living in
Orakei (66%) expressed greater
satisfaction with the level of
balance, while those living in
Papakura (41%) expressed lower
than the rest of Auckland’s
satisfaction.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Balance between work and other aspects of life — by local boards (%) Net Net
Satisfied Dissatisfied

(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=1711) [ 20 (6] 52 26
Rodney (n=68) NN E 59 26
Hibiscus and Bays (n=103) 26 | 6| 54 31
Upper Harbour (n=83)  mEmI 52 27
Kaipatiki (n=108) 14 [ 8 | 54 21
Devonport-Takapuna (n=72)  IEER s 4 [ G | 60 20
Henderson-Massey (n=103) 45 30
Waitakere Ranges (n=64) 7 61 32
Whau (n=78) IR EE 19 | O | 54 28
Albert-Eden (n=116) [ 21 | 38 | 57 29
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=73) 55 22
Waitemata (n=85) 59 20
Puketapapa (n=88) 53 19
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=74) 45 28
Orakei (n=80) 17 66" 8
Howick (n=131) 22 | 8 | 48 29
Franklin (n=80) 15 | 8 | 52 23
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=57) 24 | G| 55 30
Manurewa (n=75) L2 ]G 42 28
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=87) 27 | 3| 43 35
Papakura (n=86) 19 | 6| 41 25

. Very satisfied . Satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied . Dissatisfied . Very dissatisfied

Base: Those in paid employment (excluding not answered)

Source: @18. Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the balance between your

paid work and other aspects of your life such as time with your family or for leisure?

(1— Very dissatisfied, 2 — Dissatisfied, 3 — Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 4 — Satisfied,

5 — Very satisfied)
Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life
survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.



Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment &
Economic Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

Balance between
work and other
aspects of life

Maori (41%) and Pacific respondents
(44%) in paid employment were less
satisfied with the balance of work
and other aspects of their life than
were respondents of other
ethnicities.

Satisfaction with the balance in their
lives increased with age: 58% of
those aged 50 to 64 and 68% of
those aged 65 plus were satisfied.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Balance between work and other aspects of life — by age and ethnicity (%)

Net Net
Satisfied Dissatisfied
(4+5): (1+2):
Auckland Total (n=1711) 21 H 52 26
Under 25 (1-203) »  EINE - 27
o HEE - o
European (n=1104) 18 54 28
Maori (n=275) 27 n 41V 32»
Pacific (n=162) 26 n 44Y 30
st (s-406) » IR - v

. Very satisfied

. Satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied [l Dissatisfied [l] Very dissatisfied

Base: Those in paid employment (excluding not answered)

Source: @18. Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the balance between your
paid work and other aspects of your life such as time with your family or for leisure?

(1— Very dissatisfied, 2 — Dissatisfied, 3 — Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 4 — Satisfied,
5 — Very satisfied)

Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the 2020 Quality of Life
survey. See the Quality of Life Survey 2022 Technical Report for further details.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The

results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding

figures in the chart due to rounding.
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Net Net
Impact of COVID-19 on Work-life balance — by local boards (%) Positive  Negative
Impact Impact

Introduction (4+5): (1+2):
|mp a Ct Of COV'D_19 Auckland Total (n=2196) 33 18 49

Research Design . Rodney (n=92) 24 17 60"
on work-life balance Hibiscus and Bays (n=130) 31 19 50
Quality of Life Upper Harbour (n=99) 32 40 | o | 19 49
Nearly half of all Auckland Kaipatiki (n=132) 33 19 48
Built & Natural respondents (49%) felt that COVID-19 Devonport-Takapuna (n=87)  [IEMIE 39 13 48
Environment has negatively impacted their work- Henderson-Massey (n=125) 36 40 | 38 | 16 48
life balance over the last year, while Waitakere Ranges (n=86) 35 (33 | 9 | 23 42
Housing 18% believed it has had a positive Whau (n=97) 36 17 47
impact. Albert-Eden (n=142) 35 17 47
Public Transport Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=99) 30 26" 44
Perceptions were consistent across Waitemata (n=109)  IEMITET 31 20 49

Health & Wellbeing respondents of most local boards. Puketapapa (n=114) EAF00 36 13 50
However, Rodney respondents (60%) Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=99) 40 18 42
Local Issues were more likely to note a negative Orakei (n=109) WEMIT A 29 25 46
impact on work-life balance than Howick (n=160) 34 19 47
Community, Culture & others. Respondents in Waiheke- Franklin (n=106) 38 .3 | o | 20 42
Social Networks Great Barrier were more likely than Mangere-Otahuhu (n=79) 32 17 51
others to note a positive impact of Manurewa (n=98)  [EERT 30 16 55
Climate Change COVID-19 on their work-life balance Otara-Papatoetoe (1=126)  ENINEN 31 16 53
(26% compared with 18% overall). Papakura (n=107)  gEamm 35 16 49

Employment &
Economic WeIIbeing . ~Strong positive . f:‘;ome positive No impact . Some negative . f:‘;trong negative
impact impact impact impact

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-12 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive
impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Council Processes » This is a new question in 2022

Appendix
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Impact of COVID-19
on work-life balance

Maori respondents were less
likely than respondents of other
ethnicities to note a positive
impact of COVID-19 on their
work-life balance (13% compared
to 18% overall).

Those aged under 25 (12%) were
also less likely to note a positive
impact than the rest of Auckland.
Half (54%) of those aged 65 plus
noted no impact compared with
only 38% of younger people
noting no impact.

» This is a new question in 2022

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Impact of COVID-19 on Work-life balance — by age and ethnicity (%) Net Net
Positive Negative
Impact Impact
(4+5): (1+2):

Auckland Total (n=2196) 3
Under 25 (n=287) n 38
25 — 49 (n=1079) 26
50 — 64 (n=565) 38
65+ (N=265) 54
European (n=1392) 32
Maori (n=372) n 38
Pacific (n=218) 33
Asian (n=522) 34

. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative
impact impact impact impact

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive
impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Net Net Not
- . o
Ability of income to meet everyday needs - by local boards (%) Enough Enough
. oo o Money Money
Introduction Ab|||ty of income (1+2): @)
t t d Auckland Total (n=2610) 43 18
Research Design O meet eve ry ay Rodney (n=110) 47 19
Hibiscus and Bays (n=165 3% | 31 | 50 16
need s ys ( ) 36 31
Quiality of Life Upper Harbour (n=117) 40 16
Kaipatiki (n=151) T Y W I I I 50 14
Fewer than half (43%) of Auckland pati! ) - - - -
Built & Natural dents said thev h H Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 48 n
; respondents said they have enou
Environment P h hy . 9 . Henderson-Massey (n=148) EEMIIZZ 0 IvyEana 347 22
r mor nen mon m
or more Tall Enotgh monsy @ mee Waitakere Ranges (n=109)  EEIN S A e P 42 23
Housing their everyday needs, while 18% said Whau (n=ttt) N N S S N 37 14
their total income is not sufficient. Albert-Eden (n=158) KN I R R R 52" 12
Public Transport o Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 48 17
Those living in Orakei (62%), ) - 57 10
Waitemata (57%) and Albert Eden Waitemata (n=123)
[ _
Health & Wellbeing .y ° el A Puketapapa (n=134) EEEEEET e T 42 18
(52%) were more likely to report they Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 45 20
Local Issues had enough or more than enough Orakei (n=124) 62" 12
money to cover everyday living costs. Howick (n=201) IO M A e A N 38 18
: in (n= (8 [ 36 B sA 17| 6] 43 17
Community, Culture & Those living in Henderson-Massey B} F-ra_nk“n (=124 - - - v .
Social Networks . o~ Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97) BRI 50 vy . 22 27
(34%), Manurewa (31%), Otara- Manurewa (n=124) TN B2 0 N N 3 23
Climate Change Papatoetoe (25%) and Mangere- Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) 25" 320
Otahuhu (22%) were less likely to do Papak =
pakura (N=124) R e R 38 18
Embl t & so. A third (32%) of those living in
mploymen = Have more than Have enough i Do not have
Economic Wellbeing Otara-Papatoetoe reported that they [ | enough money [ | money [ Havejustenoughmoney [l enough money B Prefer not to answer
did not have enough money to meet
. Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered) The net results have been calculated by adding together the
Council Processes their everyday needs. Source: @25. Which of the following best describes how well your total income (from all number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
sources) meets your everyday needs for things such as accommodation, food, clothing and ;?Su'ts may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
other necessities? igures in the chart due to rounding.
Appendlx ~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Ability of income
to meet everyday
needs

Pacific (22%), Maori (36%) and
Asian respondents (35%) were
less likely to report they had
enough or more than enough
money to cover their everyday
living costs, while European
respondents were more likely to
say they did (54%).

Respondents aged under 25
(30%) were less likely to feel they
had more than enough, or
enough, money to cover costs of
their everyday needs. In contrast,
half (50%) of those aged 65 plus
said they have enough money to
meet their everyday living costs.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Ability of income to meet everyday needs - by age and ethnicity (%) Net Net Not
Enough Enough
Money Money

(1+2): (4):

Auckland Total (n=2610)

Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=627)

65+ (n=526)

w

European (n=1672)

Maori (n=440)

Pacific (n=258)

Asian (n=580)

T -
el - -

. Have more than .
enough money

Have enough

. Do not have
money

. Prefer not to answer
enough money

. Have just enough money

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @25. Which of the following best describes how well your total income (from all
sources) meets your everyday needs for things such as accommodation, food, clothing and

other necessities?

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Impact of COVID-19 on Financial situation — by local boards (%) Net Net
Introduction T:,Si:\c’te N;?a:c:e
Research Design on fi nan Cia | Auckland Total (n=2602)  #Ei= 37 34 | 13 |6 10 47
Rodney (n=109)  ElmE=m 30 1 54
Quality of Life situation Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) 37 T [ o 5 48
Upper Harbour (n=117) {0 35 9 53
. Nearly half of Auckland Kaipatiki (n=151) [ 39 14 44
BE':V‘?;;\'na;“er:t' respondents (47%) felt COVID-19 Devonport-Takapuna (n=105) 36 I R R N 9 a8
has had a negative impact on Henderson-Massey (n=147)  [iFA 34 8 52
ewsii their financial situation over the Waitakere Rar\'fv’:asu('::l?i; . - 1: j:
last year, while 10% felt it has N 7 AN—
o Albert-Eden (n=158) @i 44 .36 | 6]5] 10 M
Public Transport had a positive impact. Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=120) e 39 3 6 151 9 47
. Perceptions were reasonably Waitemats (=123) - EINEEE 4 S ——— M 43
Health & Wellbeing consistent across the local Puketapapa (n=132) 43 7 47
L Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=117) [N 36 .29 | 17 |05 12 46
Local Issues boards. However, those living in Orakei (1=123)  EmEEm a8 . mEm 10 39
Otara-Papatoetoe were more Howick (n=200)  AEM 36 10 47
S EE & likely than others to note a Franklin (n=124)  Esn 40 T 12 43
Social Networks positive impact of COVID-19 on Mangere-Otahuhu (n=97)  {IENM 36 30 | 23  |5] 7 53
their financial situation (17% Manurewa (n=124) 35 13 41
Climate Change compared with 10% across Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146) Wi 26 .3 | 15 [|7] 1 50
Auckland). Papakura (n=124) [ 30 1 54
Employment & . Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable

Economic Wellbeing
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» This is a new question in 2022

impact impact

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-12 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive

impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

impact impact

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart

due to rounding.

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)



Net Net
Introducti Positive Negative
ntroduction Impact Impact
Impact of COVID-19 @s; (w2
Research Design on financial Auckland Total (n=2602) 7 37 R 10 47
situation PRSI - 0w
Pacific respondents (56%) were
Built & Natural ) - = 2l 10 15 P
: more likely than those of other 25— 49 (n=1143) I- 35 -I 12 51
Environment
ethnicities to report a negative j
Housing impact on their financial situation 50 - 64 (n=625) l. -l 8 48
from COVID-19.
Public Transport
> Those aged 65 plus were less
_ likely than younger age groups European (n=1669) n 41 ﬂ 10 44
Health & Wellbeing to note a negative impact (31%
(e}
. 3 1 =, 1
compared with 47% across all Maori (n=440) in - 1 49
Local Issues )
age groups).
Paciic (1=256) Bl 25 1 s+
Community, Culture &
ponesroy G o
Climate Change
. Strong positive . Some positive No impact . Some negative . Strong negative . Not applicable

Employment &
Economic Wellbeing

Impact of COVID-19 on Financial situation — by age and ethnicity (%)

impact

impact

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

impact impact

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of
respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The results may
differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart
due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @33. Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...?
(1 — Strong negative impact, 2 — Some negative impact, 3 — No impact, 4 — Some positive

Council Processes impact, 5 — Strong positive impact)

» This is a new question in 2022

Appendix

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared) @
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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Own or part-own
a business

Eleven percent of Auckland
respondents said they currently
own or part-own a business that
employs staff. A further 2% have
owned a business employing staff
over the last two years but no
longer do so.

The likelihood of currently owning
or part-owning a business was
higher than the rest of Auckland
among those living in Rodney (19%),
Upper Harbour (18%), Waitakere
Ranges (20%), Waiheke-Great
Barrier (27%) and Franklin (17%).

Those living in Otara-Papatoetoe
were more likely to say they did not
own a business (97% compared to
87% overall).

» This is a new question in 2022

Business ownership -

Auckland Total (n=2592)
Rodney (n=109)

Hibiscus and Bays (n=164)
Upper Harbour (n=117)
Kaipatiki (n=151)
Devonport-Takapuna (n=104)
Henderson-Massey (n=146)
Waitakere Ranges (n=109)
Whau (n=110)

Albert-Eden (n=156)
Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=117)
Waitemata (n=123)
Puketapapa (n=134)
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118)
Orakei (n=121)

Howick (n=200)

Franklin (n=124)
Mangere-Otahuhu (n=98)
Manurewa (n=124)
Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)
Papakura (n=121)

by local boards (%)

Yes, | currently own / part-own a business
that employs staff, including myself

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q19. At any time over the last two years (i.e. since COVID-19 began) have you owned or part-owned a business that
employs or employed staff in New Zealand, including yourself?

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

7/\

Yes, but | no longer
own this business

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

.No
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Own or part-own
a business

Pacific respondents were less
likely to own a business than
other ethnicities (95% saying
they did not, compared with 87%
overall).

Older people were more likely to
own a business: 17% of those
aged 50 to 64 years did so,
compared with none of the
under 25 age group doing so.

» This is a new question in 2022

Business ownership -

Auckland Total (n=2592)
Under 25 (n=314)

25 — 49 (n=1143)

50 — 64 (n=617)

65+ (n=518)

European (n=1663)

Maori (n=434)

Pacific (n=255)

Asian (n=576)

by age and ethnicity (%)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

98"

N

g

9578

o8 v

Yes, | currently own / part-own a business
that employs staff, including myself

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q19. At any time over the last two years (i.e. since COVID-19 began) have you owned or part-owned a business that
employs or employed staff in New Zealand, including yourself?

~ Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Yes, but | no longer
own this business

.No
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Changes in business

The COVID-19 pandemic prompted 73%
of Auckland respondents who are
current business owners, and 82% of
those who used to own a business in
the past 2 years, to make changes to
their business.

Among past business owners, 44%
indicated that COVID-19 was
responsible for the permanent closure
of their business, while 24% indicated
that they terminated contracts with
suppliers.

Many current and previous business
owners reduced overhead costs where
possible, decreased staff numbers
and/or hours and temporarily closed
part or all of their operations as a result
of the COVID-19 pandemic.

» This is a new question in 2022

Changes in business — Auckland total (%)

Reduced overhead costs where possible

Decreased staff numbers or reduced hours

Temporarily closed part, or all, of your operations
(outside of lockdown)

Terminated contracts with suppliers

Extended or increased contracts with suppliers

Increased staff numbers or hours

Permanently closed part, or all, of your operations

Enabled working remotely/from home

Now working online

Something else

Haven't made any changes as a result of the
COVID-19 pandemic

Base: Current and previous business owners (excluding not answered)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 “ NIQ

r 51%
30%
22%

23%
25%

l 10%
24%

8%
5%

7%
1%

I 6%
44%

2%
1%

h 1%
4%

7%
9% ® Current business owners
(n=308)

' 27% _ _ .
18% ® Previous business owners in

the last 2 years (n=59)

Source: Q22. Please answer if you currently own a business or have owned one in the last two years, or both.
Have you made or did you make any of the following changes to your business as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic?
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TUKANGA KAUNIHERA /
COUNCIL PROCESSES

This section reports on respondents’ perceptions of
their local council, including their confidence in council
decision-making and their perception of how much
influence the public has on council decision-making.
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Perception of public's influence on council decision-making Net
. — by local boards (%) Some/large
introduction Perception of nfluence
o g s

Research Design pUbIIC S Inﬂuence Auckland Total (n=2610) (402 ] 32 [ 3 | O | 25
on coun Ci I Rodney (n=110) by} 37 . | 44 [3 16"
: : . . . Hibiscus and Bays (n=165) {0 e s - I 'y 22
Quality of Life deCISIOI‘l-ma kl ng Upper Harbour (n=117) L Lz 34 | 32 | 10 | 24
Kaipatiki (n=151) 6/ 99 | 3 | 30 [ 9 | 25
Built & Natural Devonport-Takapuna (n=105)  EEEEEEE A P e S
Shvifonment Views of the public’s influence Henderson-Massey (n=148) 29
_ on council decision making were Waitakere Ranges (n=109) 17
Housing mixed. One in four Auckland Whau (n=111) £ S S e N N 27
respondents perceived that the Albert-Eden (n=158)  ZENIE S M O O 30
Public Transport public has a large influence or Waiheke-Great Barrier (n=121) 102 By - <1 20
some influence over the Waitemata (n=123) 24
Health & Wellbeing decisions that their council Puketapapa (n=134) 27
makes, while 31% said that it has Maungakiekie-Tamaki (n=118) 31
Local Issues no influence. Orakei (n=123) 22
Howick (n=201) b ... 3 | 34 [ 7| 23
Community, Culture & Residents in Mangere-Otahuhu Franklin (n=124) I e ey = 16
Social Networks (35%) were more likely to Mangere-Otahuhu (n=99) I e J = I = I - 35
perceive that the public has Manurewa (n=124) 7 /2 | 34 [ 27 | 9 | 29
Climate Change some or a large influence, while Otara-Papatoetoe (n=146)  NENIIINFENIIN EECI BT T 30
Papakura (n=123) 3( o | 3 | 32 [ 9 | 28

Employment & Economic

those living in Rodney and
Franklin (both 16%) were less

. Large influence . Some influence . Small influence . No influence . Don't know

Wellbeing

likely to think this.

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @Q16. Overall, how much influence do you feel the public has on the decisions
the Council makes?

(1—=No influence , 2 — Small influence, 3 — Some influence, 4 — Large influence)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)

Council Processes

Appendix
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Perception of
public's influence
on council
decision-making

Pacific (34%) and Asian
respondents (33%) were more likely
than those of other ethnicities to
think that the public has a ‘large’ or
‘some’ influence on council
decision-making.

Those aged between 50 and 64
years (20%) were less likely than
other age groups to think that the
public has a ‘large’ or ‘'some’
influence.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 Wiy NIQ

Perception of public's influence on council decision-making Net
— by age and ethnicity (%) Some/large
influence
(3+4):

S

. Large influence . Some influence . Small influence . No influence . Don't know

The net results have been calculated by adding together the
number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total. The
results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding
figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q16. Overall, how much influence do you feel the public has on the decisions
the Council makes?

(1= No influence , 2 — Small influence, 3 — Some influence, 4 — Large influence)

A Significantly higher than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
V Significantly lower than Auckland total (excluding the sub-group compared)
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SAMPLE PROFILE

The demographic profile shown below relates to the residents
of Auckland.

AUCKLAND TOTAL AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2611) (n=2611)
Unweighted % Weighted %

Male
Female

Another gender

Base: All Respondents  Source: Q41. Are you...

AUCKLAND TOTAL AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2612) (n=2612)
Unweighted % Weighted %

Under 25 years
25-49 years
50-64 years

65+ years

Base: All Respondents  Source: Q47. Are you...

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Maori
Pacific
Asian

European / Other

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2606)
Unweighted %

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2607)
Weighted %

Base: All Respondents  Source: Q46. Which ethnic group, or groups, do you belong to?

Rodney

Hibiscus and Bays
Upper Harbour
Kaipatiki
Devonport-Takapuna
Henderson-Massey
Waitakere Ranges
Whau

Albert-Eden
Waiheke-Great Barrier
Waitemata
Puketapapa
Maungakiekie-Tamaki
Orakei

Howick

Franklin
Mangere-Otahuhu
Manurewa
Otara-Papatoetoe
Papakura

Base: All Respondents  Source: Q1. Do you currently live in <local area >?

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=6906)
Unweighted %

oo™ DS»OD

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=6906)
Weighted %

NS
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SAMPLE PROFILE

The demographic profile shown below relates to the residents

of Auckland.

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2604)
Unweighted %

No
| don’t know
Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents
Source: Q42. Do you consider yourself to be transgender?...
This is a new question from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(GEPIIE)]
Unweighted %

Heterosexual or straight
Gay or lesbian

Bisexual

Other

| don’t now

Prefer not to say

Base: All Respondents

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2604)
Weighted %

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2609)
Weighted %

Source: @43. Which of the following options best describes how you think about yourself

This is a new question from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2596)
Unweighted %

Born in New Zealand

Born outside of New Zealand

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q44. Were you born in New Zealand?

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=958)
Unweighted %

Less than 1year

1year to just under 2 years

2 years to just under 5 years
5 years to just under 10 years

10 years or more

Base: All Respondents born outside of New Zealand
Source: @45. How many years have you lived in New Zealand?

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2598)
Weighted %

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=1105)
Weighted %
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SAMPLE PROFILE

The demographic profile shown below relates to the residents
of Auckland.

AUCKLAND TOTAL AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2606) (n=2608)
Unweighted % Weighted %
Stand alone house on a section

Town house or terraced house (houses
side by side)

Low rise apartment block (2 to 3 storeys)
Mid-rise apartment block (4 to 7 storeys)

High-rise apartment block (8 storeys or
higher)

Lifestyle block or farm homestead
Other
Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: Q48. What type of home do you currently live in?
*Please note the question wording has changed slightly from the Quality of Life Survey 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2608) (n=2609)
Unweighted % Weighted %

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @50. How many people live in your household, including yourself?

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

AUCKLAND TOTAL

(n=2610)

Unweighted %

| personally or jointly own it with a
mortgage

| personally or jointly own it without a
mortgage

A family trust owns it

Parents / other family members or partner
own it

A private landlord who is NOT related to
me owns it

A local authority or city council owns it
Kainga Ora (Housing New Zealand) owns it

A social service agency or community
housing provider (e.g. the Salvation Army,
New Zealand Housing Foundation) owns it

Don't know

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @49. Who owns the home you live in?

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2608)
Unweighted %
Less than 1year
1year to just under 2 years
2 years to just under 5 years

5 years to just under 10 years

10 years or more

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @2. And how long have you lived in <local area >?

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2610)
Weighted %

AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2609)
Weighted %




HOME )

Introduction

Research Design

Quality of Life

Built & Natural
Environment

Housing

Public Transport

Health & Wellbeing

Local Issues

Community, Culture &
Social Networks

Climate Change

Employment & Economic
Wellbeing

Council Processes

Appendix

SAMPLE PROFILE

The demographic profile shown below relates to the residents
of Auckland.

AUCKLAND TOTAL AUCKLAND TOTAL
(n=2605) (n=2605)
Unweighted % Weighted %
$20,000 or less
$20,001 - $40,000

$60,001 - $80,000

$100,001 - $150,000

$200,001 or more 12 13

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @51. Which best describes your household’s annual income (from all sources) before tax?

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ
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COMPARISONS WITH 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020
(n=2532)
%

Net Good

Net Poor

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q3. Would you say that your overall Quality of Life is...

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020
(n=2463)
%

Net Increased

Net Decreased

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2611)
%

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2571)
%

Source: Q4. And compared to 12 months ago, would you say your Quality of Life has...

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020
(n=2523)
%

Net Agree

Net Disagree

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2588)
%

Source: Q6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement:“<local area > is a great place to live“?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020
(n=2514)
%

Net Agree

Net Disagree

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Source: @6. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement:

"l feel a sense of pride in the way <local area > looks and feels"?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020
(n=2491)
%

Net Better

Net Worse

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2597)
%

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022

(n=2582)
%

Source: Q7. And in the last 12 months, do you feel <local area > has got better, worse or stayed the same as a place

to live?

~ Significantly higher than 2020 results
V Significantly lower than 2020 results

187
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(n=475/590)

Got better
26% Good/improved amenities

19% Building developments/
renovations

15% Good sense of
community/community spirit

Got worse
28% Traffic

22% More housing
developments/high density
housing/multi-storey housing

17% Crime/crime rate has
increased

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NNy NIQ

COMPARISONS WITH 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=309/1022)

Got better
20% Good/improved amenities

18% Building developments/
Renovations

13% Good sense of
community/community spirit

Got worse

34% Crime/crime rate has
increased

24% More housing
developments/high density
housing/multi-storey housing

19% More undesirable elements

Source: @8. And for what reasons do you say <local area > has changed as a place to live?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2517-2524) (n=2603-2610)
% %
Traffic

Limited parking in the city
centre

Water pollution
Noise pollution

Air pollution

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over the past 12 months?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2483-2526) (n=2606-2610)
% %

Area they live in suits their
needs

Type of home suits their
needs

Housing costs are affordable

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q9. This question is about the home that you currently live in. How much do you agree or disagree

Council Processes

Appendlx A Significantly higher than 2020 results

Vv Significantly lower than 2020 results

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.
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COMPARISONS WITH 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2363-2369) (n=2443-2446)
%

Safe, from crime or
harassment*

Frequent

Affordable

Base: All Respondents who had access to public transport (excluding not answered)

Source: @14. Thinking about public transport in your local area, based on your experiences or perceptions, do you
agree or disagree with..

*The question wording has changed from the 2022 Quality of Life survey

**New statement added from the 2022 Quality of Life Survey

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2512) (n=2601)
% %

At least weekly 22 16"

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q13. In the last 12 months, how often have you used public transport?
The question wording has changed from the 2022 Quality of Life survey

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2529) (n=2609)
% %

Net Often 26 28

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @30. At some time in their lives, most people experience stress. Which statement below best applies to how
often, if ever, over the past 12 months you have experienced stress that has had a negative effect on you?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
{n=2499) (n=2589)
%

% score less than 52%

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q31. Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the
last two weeks.

~ Significantly higher than 2020 results
V Significantly lower than 2020 results
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COMPARISONS WITH 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2518) (n=2609)
%

Net Safe

Net Unsafe

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @Q10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following situations...

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2516) (n=2606)
%

Net Safe

Net Unsafe

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q10. In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following situations...

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2517-2520) (n=2602-2609)
%

Dangerous driving

Theft and burglary

People begging in the street
Alcohol or drugs

People sleeping rough
Unsafe people

Vandalism

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q12. To what extent has each of the following been a problem in <local area > over the past 12 months?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2518/2525) (n=2600/2606)
%

Believe a sense of community
in their neighbourhood is
important

Feel a sense of community in
their neighbourhood

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @26. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

~ Significantly higher than 2020 results
Vv Significantly lower than 2020 results
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Quality of Life Survey 2022 NNy NIQ

COMPARISONS WITH 2020

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2531) (n=2609)
% %

Net Some/most of the time

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @Q28. Over the past 12 months how often, if ever, have you felt lonely or isolated?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2501) (n=2608)
% %

Net Employed

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q17. Which of the following applies to your current situation?
The question wording has changed from the 2022 Quality of Life survey

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=1729) (n=2609)
% %

Net Satisfied

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2533) (n=2610)
% %

Net Enough/more than
enough

Base: Those in paid employment (excluding not answered)

Source: Q18. Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the balance between your paid work and other
aspects of your life such as time with your family or for leisure?

The question wording has changed from the 2022 Quality of Life survey

The net results have been calculated by adding together the number of respondents and creating a proportion of the total.
The results may differ slightly from the sum of the corresponding figures in the chart due to rounding.

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: @25. Which of the following best describes how well your total income (from all sources) meets your
everyday needs for things such as accommodation, food, clothing and other necessities?

AUCKLAND TOTAL 2020 AUCKLAND TOTAL 2022
(n=2532) (n=2610)
% %

Net Some/large influence 30 25Y

Base: All Respondents (excluding not answered)
Source: Q16. Overall, how much influence do you feel the public has on the decisions the Council makes?

~ Significantly higher than 2020 results
V Significantly lower than 2020 results
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pack.

@ QUALITY OF LIFE

<Addressee’s Name>
<Address Line 1>
<Address Line 2>
<City>, <postcode>

Helle, Talofa lava, M3IS e lelel, N hdo, Namasta,
Kia Ora <named respondent,

You are invited to take part in the Quality of Life
Survey 2022,

This is an important survey about what life is like for you and
what it has been like living in <city> over the past 12 months.
The results help your local council understand what s working
well and not so well in your city and lecal area and to identify
the areas that need more focus.

Parts of your life may have changed because of COVID-19. This
survey includes same questions to understand how COVID-19
has affected your quality of life and of those cose to you.
Why should I take part?

You will be helping your community. You can help make
sure that the survey provides an accurate picture of residents”
views. This will help councils make decisions that aim to
Iimprove life for you, your family and your wider community.
How long will it take?

The survey will take about 15 minutes to complete. You can
enter into a prize draw when you have done it.

Why am I getting the survey?

Your name, along with hundreds of others, was randomly
drawn from the Electoral Roll. Your answers are confidential
and will be combined with all the other responses so you can't
be identified. Participation is veluntary.

NielsenlQ, an independent research company, is running this
survey for the local councils shown below.

What if I have any questions or want a paper copy?
Check out the FAQs on the back of this letter. If you have
other questions or would like to take part by filling in a

paper copy of the survey, call 0800 400 402 or email
catherine.cross@nielsenig.com.

Thank you for your help.
Ng& mihl nui

mewu i

Froject Sponsor| Quality of Life Survey

el [Q]

Invitation letter

“ NielsenIQ

<Date>

visa

COMPLETE THE SURVEY AND
YOU COULD WIN ONE OF FIVE
PREZZY* CARDS WORTH UP TO

$1,000

TRIPLE YOUR CHANCES TO
WIN IF YOU COMPLETE BY

1APRIL

You could win one $1000 or one
of four $250 Prezey® Cards®.

HOW TO TAKE PART
Completing the survey online
is easy, quick and secure.

Go tor WWW NLSN.ONLINE/LIFE

Enter the following details to login:
Username: <username>
Survey Code: <surveycode>

©

%

IF YOU CAN, DO IT ONLINE
Better for the planet and saves you time.
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This appendix contains a copy of the invitation letter, first reminder postcard and second
reminder postcard that was mailed out to residents of the participating councils. There
were two versions of the second postcard for under 50 year olds with age-targeted

SURVEY COMMUNICATIONS messaging. Over 50 year olds received a ‘last reminder’ second postcard after the survey

pack.

k2
n ol A gy $1.000
— - | g 2 T I
» ' | s <1
- ( \ ' : s

AUCKLAND i wgmar

What's living in this city like for you? T

Ry 3 WY poririacity BT G Gty S0

Tanveswuiry

First reminder postcard

<DRC>

<Addressee’s Name>
<Address Line 1>
<Address Line 2>
<City>, <postcode>

e
]

f uncluvared retun to Nisisen, FO Bax 11 346,
Welingtan 6142, New Zealand

<Date>
Dear <Name>
About a week ago, we invited you to take part in a survey about what life is like for you and what it’s
like living in [INSERT].
We would really appreciate it if you would complete the survey. We want to make sure all viewpoints
are represented. It will take about 15 minutes.
This will help the council to improve life for you, your family and your wider community.

_

If you have any questions call NielsenlQ on 0800 400 402. If you have already completed the survey, thank
you and please recycle this card.

Thank you, Nga mihi

*The five minners will be drawn on 13 June 2022.

Terms and canditions spply

I'd 2 5 | Kath Jamieson,
Project Sponsor | Quality of Life Survey
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This appendix contains a copy of the invitation letter, first reminder postcard and second
reminder postcard that was mailed out to residents of the participating councils. There
were two versions of the second postcard for under 50 year olds with age-targeted

SURVEY COMMUNICATIONS messaging. Over 50 year olds received a ‘last reminder’ second postcard after the survey

pack.

Second reminder postcards

(respondents aged 18-49 years)

QUALITY
OF LIFE

Areyouaged | WE WANT TO
18-35? | HEAR YOUR VIEWS

GO IN THE DRAW TO WIN ONE OF TEN
PREZZY*® CARDS WORTH UP TO

1 ooo WHEN YOU FILL
7 IN THIS SURVEY

ey Q1 S WY poriociyy RESNETL. G, ORI SoMONE

Taunaiegucy.

QUALITY
QF LIFE

Areyouaged| WE WANT TO
35-49? | HEAR YOUR VIEWS

GO IN THE DRAW TO WIN ONE OF FIVE
PREZZY® CARDS WORTH UP TO

1 oo WHEN YOU FILL
¥ IN THIS SURVEY

riruacity Wiagen e 6)iige Cshuch @Y 4 OUNEDIN

Mok b ke

m

<DRC>

<Addressee’s Name>
<Address Line 1>
<Address Line 2>
<City>, <postcode>

v
.- -‘

W undubvared retu 1o Nielses, PO Bax 11346,
Wellngton 6142, New Zealand

<DRC>

<Addressee’s Name>
<Address Line 1>
<Address Line 2>
<City>, <postcode>

'0
-a‘
Plaase Recyc

H unciivered return to Nislsen, PO Box 11 346,
‘Welington 6142, New Zesland

<Date>
Dear <Name>
Recently, you should have received a couple of invitations to give feedback about what life is like for you and
what it's like fiving in [INSERT]. it is easy to complete on any device and only takes about 15 minutes.
We are following up with you one last time before the survey closes. As a younger person, your issues and
experiences may be different from those of other age groups and we encourage you to have your voice heard.
You'll be entered in the prize draw for one of 10 Prezzy® cards with a top prize of $1,000. This includes five
extra $100 Prezzy cards just for people in your age group to win.

FIVE MORE TO BE WON
JUST FOR YOUR AGE GROUP

f you have any questions or want to fill out a paper copy instead of online, call NielsenlQ on 0800 400 402.
Thank you for your help, Nga mihi

7/ amnctaon~2 Kath Jamieson, *The winners will be drawn on 13 June 2022
Project Spensor | Quality of Life Survey Terms and conditions apply.

<Date>
Dear <Name>
We would like to encourage you one last time to complete the survey about what life is like for you
and what it like living in [INSERT]. It is easy to complete and only takes about 15 minutes.

We would really appreciate your completing the survey. This will help us to get an accurate picture
of residents’ views, which will support decisions that aim to improve life for you, your family and the
wider community.

§ MORE TO BE WON
JUST FOR PEOPLE IN
YOUR AGE-GROUP

1fyou have any questions or want to fifl out a paper copy instead of online, call Nielsen on 0800 400 402. if you
have already completed the survey, thank you and please recycle this card.

V'd ¥ 5 | Kath Jamieson, “The fve winners wil be ckaun on 13 June 2022
Project Sponsor | Quality of Life Survey Terms and conditions apply
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SURVEY COMMUNICATIONS

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

This appendix contains a copy of the invitation letter, first reminder postcard and second
reminder postcard that was mailed out to residents of the participating councils. There

pack.

QUALITY
OF LIFE

What's living
in <city> like
for you?

LAST CHANCE TO
HAVE YOUR SAY

Second reminder postcard

were two versions of the second postcard for under 50 year olds with age-targeted
messaging. Over 50 year olds received a ‘last reminder’ second postcard after the survey

(Respondents over 50 years)

GO IN THE DRAW TO
WIN ONE OF FIVE
PREZZY*® CARDS

WORTH UP TO

$1,000

WHEN YOU FILL
IN THIS SURVEY

Absolutely Positively here
weilingon Ciy ot (65 Wdligron  CHECRUTCE o DUNEDIN e

<DRC>

<Addressee’s Name>
<Address Line 1>
<Address Line 2>
<City>, <postcode>

%
U

Hundabverad retu to Nistsers, PO B 11 345,
Wellington 6142, Hurw Zealard

Dear <Name>

We would like to encourage you one last time to complete the survey about what life is like for you
and what it's like living in [INSERT]. It is easy to complete and only takes about 15 minutes.

It is very impertant people of all age-groups and ethnicities complete the survey so that all paints
of view are represented. This will help us to get an accurate picture of residents’ views, which will
support decisions that aim to improve life for you, yeur family and the wider community.

O, fill in the paper copy you should have received in the mail, and send it back in the freepost envelope
provided by 30 May 2022. If you have any questions, call NielsenlQ on 0800 400 402. If you have already
completed the survey, thank you and please recycle this card.

Thank you, Nga mihi

I'd . > Kath Jamieson, )
Project Sponsor | Quality of Life Survey

“The fiue winners wil be drawn on 13 June 2122
Terms and canditians apply.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

This appendix contains a copy of the paper questionnaire that was
mailed out to residents of Auckland City aged 50 years or over .
Survey questions were largely the same regardless of council area.
For further details on the slight wording differences between
questionnaires and all changes made to the questionnaire from the
2020 version, please refer to the Quality of Life Survey 2022
Technical Report.

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you for agresing to take part in this confidential survey.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY

You will need to circle an answer like this Or like this.

Please circle one answer Flease circle one answer for each statement

Yes 1 Question

No @ Question. .

When there is an instruction fo go fo a certain question, please make sure If you change your mind after circling
you circle the comect answer before going to the question as instructed a number just cross it out and circle
Please circle one answer the correct number for your answer.

(?—)Gomm . ) ©)

Do you currently live in Tamaki Auckland Region
Makaurau / Auckland?

That is the whole city and surrounding

areas from the Bombay Hills up fo

Wellsford, including the islands in the

Hauraki Gulf — as shown in the map.
Please circle one answer g to

Yes [ — + 7}

If you selected "No" you do not need to
answer any more questions. You can still
enter the prize draw by filling in your details
at Q52. After doing so, please return your
survey in the pre-paid envelope.

m And how long have you lived in Auckland?
Please circle one answer
Less than 1 year 1
1 year to just under 2 years
2 years to just under 5 years
5 years to just under 10 years

10 years or more

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

QUALITY OF LIFE

Firstly, just a few guestions about your quality of life in general.

Would you say that your overall quality Compared to 12 months ago, would you
of life is... say your quality of life has. ..

Please circle one answer Please circle one answer
Extremely poar Decreased significantly
“ery poor Decreased to some extent
Poar Stayed about the same
Neither poor nor good Increased to some extent
Good Increased significantly
“ery good
Extremely good

Why do you say your quality of life has changed?
Please be as detailed as possible

THE CITY / AREA YOU LIVE IN

Mow some questions about what it has been like living in your local area over the past 12 months.

How much do you agree or disagres with the following statements?
Please circle one answer for each statement
Strongly  Disagree  Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree
| feel a sense of pride in the way my
local area looks and fesls
My local area is a great place to live 1 2 4 5

1 2 4 5

In the last 12 months, do you feel your local area has become better, worse or stayed the
same as a place to live?

Pleass circle one answer
Much worse 1
Slightly worse 2
Stayed the same El—) Goto QO
Slightly better 4
Much betier
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QUESTIONNAIRE

m Why do you say your local area has changed as & place to live?
Please be as detailed as possible

m This question is about the home you curmently live in.
How much do you agree or disagree that: Please circle one answer for each statement
Strongly Disagree Meither Agree  Strongly Don’t
disagree agree know

“Your housing costs are affordable
by housing costs we mean things
like rent or mortgage, rates, house
insurance and house maintenance)

The type of home you live in suits
your needs and the nesds of
others in your household

The general area or
neighbourhood your home is in
suits your needs and the needs of
others in your household

LOCAL ISSUES

m In general how safe or unsafe do you feel in the following situations. ..
Please circle one answer for each situation

Very A bit Fairly Very safe  Don't know /
unsafe unsafe safe not applicable

In your city centre during the day 1 2 3 4 5
In your city centre after dark 1 2 3 4 5

m Which area do you regard as your ‘city centre'? Flease write below

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

To what extent, if at all, has each of the following been a problem in your local area over the past 12
months?

Please circle one answer for each statement

Abig  Abitofa  Nota Don't
problem  problem  problem  know

‘Vandalism such as graffiti or tagging, or broken windows in
shops and public buildings

Theft and burglary {e.qg. car, house efc.) 1 2
Dangerous driving, including drink driving and speeding 1 2
Traffic congestion

People you feel unsafe around because of their behaviour,

attitude or appearance

Air pollution

Water pollution, including pellution in streams. rivers, lakes
and in the sea

MNoise pollution

Aleohol or drug problems or anti-social behaviour
associated with the use of alcohol or drugs

People begging on the street

People sleeping rough on the streets / in vehicles
Racism or discrimination towards particular groups of

1 2

WoWw W W W W W W W
L I R I I S N

wWow W W
Lo A

Limited parking in your local area

TRANSPORT

In the Iast 12 months, how often have you used public transport?

For public transport, please include cable cars, ferries, frains and buses, including school
buses. Taxis /Uber are notf included as public fransport.

If your usage changes on a weekly basis, please provide an average.
Please circle one answer
At least weekly
At least once a month but not weekly
Less often than once a month
Did not use over the past 12 months

1
2
3
4
Not applicable / not available in my area IZ‘—)GO(OCHS
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Thinking about public fransport in your local area, based on your experiences or perceptions, do you
agree or disagree with the following.
Public transport is... Please circle one answer for each aspect

Strongly  Disagree Heither Agree Strongly Don't
disagree agree know

Affordable (before the
temporary fare cuts
infroduced by government
in April)

Safe, from crime or
harassment

Safe, from catching
COVID-19 and ather
illnesses

Easy to getto
Frequent (comes often)
Reliable (comes on time)

Because of COVID-19, would you say that you use each of the following types of transport more often or

Please circle one answer for each aspect

Use more Use the Use less Don't use
often same often
amount

A private vehicle (yours or scmecne 5
else's) -
Cycling as a form of transport

Walking as a form of transport

Public transport (e.g. trains, buses)

COUNCIL DECISION MAKING

m Overall, how much influence do you feel the public has on the decisions Auckland Council makes?

Would you say the public has...
Please circle one answer

Mo influence 1
Small influence
Some influence
Large influence
Don't know

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

YOUR LIFE AND WELLBEING

\Whiich of the following applies to your current situation?

Please circle all that apply
In paid work 30 hours or more a week 1
In paid work less than 30 hours a week
Mot currently in paid employment
Caring for children under 18 (unpaid)
Caring for other dependents (unpaid)
Wolunteer work
Siudent
Retired
Other (please specify)

Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the balance between your paid work and other aspects
of your life such as time with your family or for leisure?

Please circle one answer
Very dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Meither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Satisfied
Very satisfied
Mot applicable, not in paid work

L

@

At any time over the last two years (i.e. since COVID-19 began) have you owned or part-owned a business
that employs or employed staff in New Zealand, including yourself?

Please circle all that apply

Yes, | currently own / part-own a business that employs staff,
including myself

es, but | no longer own this business
Mo

¥ currently own a business ¥ no longer own the business

Including yourself, how many staff do you Including yourself, how many staff did you
cumently employ? (This includes full and part employ? (This includes full and part
time/casual contractors). timefcasual contractors).

Please circle one answer Please circle one answer
1 to 5 employses 1 to 5 employees
6 to 19 employess 6 to 19 employses
20 to 49 employees 20 to 49 employees
50 employses or more 50 employees or more
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer if you currently own a business or have owned one in the last two years, or both.
Have you made or did you make any of the following changes to your business as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic?

Please circle all that apply

Currently Have owned
own inlast 2
years

Reduced overhead costs where possible 1
Extended or increased contracts with suppliers 2
Terminated contracts with suppliers

Increased staff numbers or hours

Decreased staff numbers or reduced hours

Temporarily closed part, or all, of your operations (outside of lockdown)

Permanently closed part, or all, of your operations

Something else (please specify)

Haven't made any changes as the result of the COVID-19 pandemic

In general, how would you rate your_._?
Please circle one answer for each aspect

Poor Good Very Excellent  Prefer not
good to say

Physical health 1
Mental health 1

In the past week, on how many days have you done a total of 30 minutes or more of physical
activity, which was encugh to raise your breathing rate?

This may include sport, fradifional games, kapa haka, exercise, brisk walking or cycling for recreation
or to get to and from places, and housework or physical activily that may be part of your job.
Please circle one answer
0 days 1 day 2 days 3 days 4 days 5 days 6 days 7 days

o 1 2 3 4 S 6 T

‘Which of the following best describes how well your total income (from all sources) meets your
everyday needs for things such as accommodation, food, clothing and other necessities?

Please circle one answer
Have more than encugh money
Have encugh money
Have just enough money
Do not have enough money
Prefer not to say

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

m How much de you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Please circle one answer for each statement
Strongly Disagree Heither  Agree  Strongly
disagree agree
It's important to me to feel a sense of
community with people in my neighbourhood
| feel a sense of community with others in
my neighbourhood

1 2 5

5

Thinking about the social networks and groups you are part of or have been part of in the last 12
months (whether online or in person), do you belong to any of the following?

Please circle all that apply
Faith-based group / church community 1

Cultural group (e.g. kapa haka, Samoan group, Somalian group)

Marae / hapil / iwi participation (e.g. Land Trust)

Meighbourhood group (e.9. Residents’ Association, play groups)

Clubs and societies (e.g. sports clubs, Lions Club, RSA, etc.)

Group fitness or movement (e.g. yoga, tai chi, gym class, efc.)

Hobby or interest groups (e.g. book clubs, craft, gaming, online forums,
ete.)

Volunteer / charity group (2.g. SPCA, Hospice, environmental group)
School, pre-school networks (BOT, PTA, organising raffles, field trips, etc.)

Professional / work networks (.g. network of colleagues or professional
association)

Other social network or group (please specify)
MNone of the above

Ower the past 12 months how often, if ever, have you felt lonely or isolated?

Please circle one answer
Always
Most of the time

If you were faced with a serious lliness or injury, or needed support during a difficult ime, is there
anyone you could tum fo for... Please circle one answer for each statement
Yes, Yes, Mo Don't know

definitely  probably [ unsure

Practical support (e.g. shopping, meals, 1 2 4
transport)

Emotional support (e.g. listening to you,

giving advice) 4
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QUESTIONNAIRE

At some time in their lives, most people experience stress.

Which statement below best applies to how often, if ever, over the past 12 months you have experienced
stress that has had a negafive effect on you?
Stress refers to things that negatively affect different aspects of people’s lives, including work and home
life, making important life decisions, their routines for taking care of household chores, leisure fime and
other activities.

Please circle one answer

Always 1

Sometimes
Rarely
Never

Please indicate for each of the five statements which is closest to how you have been feeling over the last
two weeks,
Higher numbers mean better well-being (example: If you have felt cheerful and in good spirits more than
half of the time during the last two weeks, please circle the number 3 below).
Please circle one answer for each statement
All of Most of More than Lessthan Some Atno
thetime the time half of the half of ofthe  time
time the time time
| hawve felt cheerful and in good spirits 3 2

1
| have felt calm and relaxed 1
1
1

| weke up feeling fresh and rested

My daily life has been filled with

5
5 3 2
I have felt active and vigorous s 3 2
5 3 2
things that interest me B

3 2 1

Do you have any long-term and persistent difficulty with any of the following activities?
Please circle one answer for each statement
No Some Alotof  Cannot Prefer

difficulty difficulty  difficulty do at not to
all say

Seeing, even if wearing glassas 4 5
Hearing, even if using a hearing aid

Walking or climbing steps

Remembering or concentrating

Self-care, like washing all over or dressing

Communicating in your everyday language,
ing or being by others

Quality of Life Survey 2022 NWy NIQ

Overall, thinking about the last year, what impact has COVID-19 had on...7
Please circle one answer for each aspect
Strong Some Mo Some Strong Mot
negative  negative  impact positive positive  applicable
impact impact impact impact
Your physical health 1 2 4
‘Your mental health
Your job security
“our financial situation
our work-life balance
our relationships
Your children's (under 18 years)
educational progress

Your children's (under 18 years)
overall wellbeing

Have you, or has anyone in your househeold, delayed seeking any health-related treatment
or advice due to the COVID-19 pandemic?

Please circle one answer
Yes 1 |—> GotoQis
Mo 2
Don't know 3

|—> GotoQ36

For what reasons did you, or did someone in your household delay seeking this treatment or advice?
Please circle all that apply

Concemed about catching COVID-19

Were self-isolating because exposed to / had COVID-19

‘Wanted fo avoid putting pressure on health services

Concemed about leaving home

Concemed about the financial cost

Did not know how to access help

Was not able to access help

Thought help was unavailable

My health provider had to

Other (please spacify)

mWom s @ R W R

5
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CULTURE AND IDENTITY

QUESTIONNAIRE

m Thinking about living in your lecal area, how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Plaase circle one answer for sach statement

Strongly ~ Dis-  Neither Agree Strongly  Prefer
disagree  agree agree  notto

People in my local area accept and value me
and others of my identity (e.g., sexual,
gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

| feel comfortable dressing in a way that
expresses my identity in public (e.g., sexual,
gender, ethnic, cultural, faith)

I can participate, perform, or attend activities
or groups that align with my culture

In the last three months in your local area,

have you personally experienced prejudice
or intolerance, or been treated unfairly or
excluded, because of your...

Pleasa circle one answer for 2ach statement
Yes Mo

Gender

Age

Ethnicity

Physical or mental health
condition

Sexual orientation
Religious beliefs
COVID-18 vaccination
status

Prefer
not to
say
&
3
3

say

9

In the last three months in your local area, have you
witnessed anyone showing prejudice or intolerance
towards a person other than yourself, or treating them
unfairly or excluding them, because of their...

Please circle gne answer for each statement

Yes No Prefer
not to
say

Gender 3
Age 3
Ethnicity 3
Physical or mental health

condition

Sexual orientation

Religious beliefs

COVID-19 vaccination status

CLIMATE CHANGE

TWel|  Overthe last 12 months, what climate actions (if any) have you taken on an ongoing basis?
Please circle all that apply

Transport actions (e.g., choosing to walk, bike

or bus, flying less, driving an electric vehicle, 1
car sharing)

Managing waste actions (e.qg._, reducing
foodforganic waste going to landfill)

Energy actions (e.g., upgrading your home to
reduce electricity use)

Food actions (e.qg., eating more plant-
based foods, growing your own food,
shopping locally! seasonally, composting)
Talked about climate change issues or
solutions (e.g. friends, family, colleagues)

Anything else (please specify)
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To what extent do you personally womy about the impact of climate change on the future of Auckland

and residents of Auckland?

Mot at all worried

A little worried

Worried

Very worried

| don't know enough about climate change
| den't believe in climate change

Please circle one answer
1

DEMOGRAPHICS

Lastly, a few guestions about you. This is so we can ensure we hear from a diverse range of people who live in

Aotearoa Mew Zealand.

Lo R
Please circle one answer

Male 1
Female 2

Another gender (please specify)

Prefer not to say 4

m Do you consider yourself to be transgender?
Please circle one answer
Yes
Mo
I don't know

Prefer not to say

‘Which of the following opfions best describes how you think about yourseff....

Heterosexual or straight
Gay or lesbian

Bisexual

Other (please specify)

I don't know

Prefer not to say

Were you born in New Zealand?

Please circle one answer

Go to Q46
Go to Q45

Please circle one answer
1

m How many years have you lived in New

Zealand?
Please circle one answer
Less than 1 year
1 year to just under 2 years
2 years to just under S years
5 years to just under 10 years
10 years or more
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QUESTIONNAIRE

‘Which ethnic group, or groups, do you belong m Are you. .
to?

Please circle one answer
Please circle all that apply
New Zealand European 1 Less than 13 years
Maori 18-19 years
Samoan 20-24 years
Cook Island Maori
Tongan
Miuean
Chinese
Indian

25-29 years
30-34 years
35-39 years
40-44 years
45-49 years
Filiping 50-54 years
Korean 55-59 years
Other (please specify) " 60-64 years
- B5-69 years
Prefer not to say 12 70-74 years
Don't know 13 T5+ years

@ o B oWt

5 @ m ~
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‘What type of home do you currently live in?
Please circle one answer
Stand-alone house on a section 1 High-rise apartment block (8 storeys or higher)
Town house or temmaced house A Lifestyle block or farm homestead
(houses side by side) =
Low-rise apartment block (2 or 3 Other (please specify)
storeys)
Mid-ise apartment block (4 to 7
storeys)

Who owns the home that you live in?
Please circle one answer
| personally or jointly own it with a : )
1 A local authority or city council owns it

| personally or jointly own it without a - . . .

gage'y fointly 2 Kainga Ora (Housing New Zealand) owns it

. Other State landlord (such as Department of

I et T Conservation, Ministry of Education) owns it
A social service agency or community housing
provider (e.g. the Salvation Army, New Zealand
pariner own it Housing Foundation) owns it
A private landlord who is NOT related
to me owns it

Parents { other family members or
Don't know

How many people live in your household, including yourself?

By live in your household we mean anyone who lives in your house, orin sleep-outs, Granny flats efc. on
the same property. If you live in a retirement vilage, apartment building or hostel, please answer for how
many people live in your unit only.

Please write the number in the box_ |:|
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m ‘Which best describes your household's annual income (from all sources) before tax?

Please circle one answer
$20,000 or | $100,001 - $150,000
$20,001 - $40,000 2 $150,001 - $200,000
$40,001 - $50,000 $200,001 or more
$60,001 - $80, Prefer not to say
| - $100,000 Don't know

OPTIONAL: Please fill in your contact details below so that we are able to contact you if you
are one of the prize draw winners or if we have any questions about your questionnaire (e.g.
if we can't read your response).

Mame:

It is likely that more research will be carried out by your council on the sorts of topics covered
in this survey. Are you willing to provide your contact details so that your council {or a
research company on their behalf) could contact you and invite you to take part in future
research?
Please note that providing your contact details does not put you under any obligation to
participate.

Please circle one answer
Yes 1

Mo 2

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Please check that you have completed all pages of the questionnaire and then put the
completed questionnaire in the Freepost envelope provided or any envelope (no stamp
required) and post it to:

FreePost Autharity Mumber 196397
Survey Retume Team, NieleenlQ
Private Bag 93500
Takapuna, Auckland 0740
Mew Zealand

If you have any questions please call 0800 400 402
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QUESTIONNAIRE

If you, or someone you know, needs help there are a number of support services available.

For COVID-19 health advice and information visit hitps-/covid 19.govi.nz/ or if you have COVID-19
symptoms, call the dedicated COVID-19 Healthline for free on 0800 358 5453. For any other health
concems, call the general Healthline number on 0800 611 116.

Need to talk? For support with anxiety, disi or mental wellbeing, call or text 1737 to talk with a
trained counsellor for free, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. For more information visit hitps:#/1737.org.nz/

Or you can call Lifeline on 0800 543 354 or Samaritans on 0800 726 666. For more helplines visit
httpsicovid 19.govt_nz/health-and-wellbeing/mental-wellbeingwhere-to-go-for-help/

Quality of Life 2022 — Prize Draw Terms and Conditions of Entry

Information on how to enter the prometion forms part of
these Terms and Conditions of Entry. Entry into the
promation is deemed acceptance of the following terms
and conditions.

The prometion commences on 25 March 2022 and closes
‘on 30 May 2022 ("Promoticnal Period™).

To enter Eligible Respondents must complete and submit
the Suvey of New Zealanders within the Promotional

a. ﬁlilgoutlheurﬁe sunvey at www.nisn.cnline/life
{using your personalised usemame and password,
provided in the letter sent to you informing you of
the survey) including your contact details, or
retuming a completed hard copy of the survey (if
this has been provided) with your contact details to
the Promater.

Entry is only cpen to “Eligible Respondents”, being

individuals who: (i} are residents of Mew Zealand aged 18

‘years or older; and (i) are not employees of the Promoter

or the Wellington City Coundil, Auckland Council,

Dunedin City Council, Christchurch City Council,

Tauranga City Council, Hamilton City Council, Greater

‘Wellington Regional Coundil, Porirua City Council, Hutt

City Council: and (jii) are not a spouse. de facto partner,

parent, child, sibling (whether natural or by adoption) or

household member of such an employee; and (iv) are not
professionally connected with the promation.

Each completed survey with accompanying contact

details, submitted in accordance with paragraph 3, above,

will automatically receive one entry into the prize draw.

There is a limit of cne entry per Eligible Respandent,

‘except in accordance with paragraph 8, below.

Each completed survey that is received on or before

11:58pm (NZT} 1 April 2022 will receive two (2) additional

‘entries into the prize draw for a total of three (3) entries.

The Promoter reserves the right, at any time, to verify the

validity of the entry and Eligible Respondent (induding a

respondent's identity, age and place of residence) and to

dizqualify any respondent who submits a response that is
not in accordance with these Terms and Conditions of

Entry. Failure by the Promoter to enforoe any of its rights

at any stage does not constitute a waiver of those rights.

The prize draw will take place on 13 June 2022. The

winners will be notified within 10 working days of the draw

by telephone or email.

The first five (5) valid entries drawn at random will be

deemed the winners. The top prize is $1,000 with a

further four prizes of $250, which can be redeemed as a

Prezzy card. The winners are responsible for any tax

‘associated with the prize.

. A secondary prize draw for respondents aged 18-48 will

alsa occur on 12 June 2022 with,

a. Each completed survey with accompanying contact
details, submitted in accordance with paragraph 3,
abowve, and where the respondent is aged 18-49 will
automatically receive one entry into the prize draw.
'IT\erelsaimtofonemh’ype(Ellglble
ﬂeﬁstﬁve[‘lva]\dmmmmmdunnil

be deemed the winners. 'I'herea'eﬁve[‘lprlzﬁof
$100. which can be redeemed as a Prezzy cand

. The prize is not transferable or exchangeable. Mo

responsibility is accepted for late, lost, misdirected or
ilegible entries.

. The Promoter's decision is final, and no comespondence

will be entersd into.

3. If after 10 warking days following the Promoter attempting

to contact a winner at the contact details provided the
Promater has been unable to make contact with the
winner, that winner will automatically forfeit the prize, and
the Promoter will randomly select one further entry who
will be contacted by the Promater by telephone or email
‘and will be the winner of the prize.

. The Quality of Life Survey Team, the Promoter and their

affiliates will not ever use the winner's name and
biographical information for advertising and promotional

purposes.
All personal details of the respondents will be stored
securely at the office of the Promoter and used to operate
‘and administer the prize draw or to contact the
respandent, if necessary, to clarify responses to
‘guestions in any hard copy of the survey. A request to
‘access, update or comect any personal information
should be directed to the Promoter.

. The Promoter is ACNielsen (NZ) ULC, LS 150 Willis

Street, Te Aro, Wellington, 6011, New Zealand. Phane
0800 400 402.

. The Prometer reserves the right to amend or modify

these Terms and Cenditions of Entry at any time.

. The Prometer will not be liable for any loss or damage

whatsoever which is suffered (including but not limited to
indirect or consequential loss) or sustained as a
‘consequence of participation in the promotion or as a
‘consequence of the use and enjoyment of the prize.

. The promotion is governed by Mew Zealand law and all

respondents agree o submit to the exclusive jurisdiction
«of the Courts of New Zealand with respect to any claim or
matter arising cut of or in connection with this promotion.
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