
 

 

  

2020 Community Survey Kings Park 
Cable Car Sentiment 



Executive Summary 

In the 2020 Kings Park Community Survey, participants were given the opportunity to give their views on the 
future of Kings Park. Of the 4542 respondents to the survey, 661 referred directly to the potential for a cable 
car development in their responses to open questions. The sentiment of responding sample was heavily 
skewed 2-to-1 against such a proposal. Further analysis shows differences in gender, age and use of the park 
between the groups supportive and opposed to a cable car development. 
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Method 

There were four places within the survey where respondents were able to describe their answers in their own 
words. These were: 

• After ranking a selection of priorities for Kings Park, they were asked: 
Did we miss anything important from this list of priorities? 

• After stating their level of agreement with a selection of statements about how Kings Park is managed, 
they were asked: 
Please explain your answers. 

• They were asked: 
What’s the one thing you would most like Kings Park to achieve in the next five years? 

• At the end of the survey they were asked: 
Do you have further suggestions or comments about the current or future management of Kings Park? 

The text responses to each of these questions were assessed by flagging respondents that had used any of the 
keywords or partial keywords listed in Table 1 related to a cable car development. 

Table 1 Keywords and partial keywords 

cable cabel 
chairlift chairlift 
mechanical aerial 
gondola zip 
pylon view 
spoil buil 
fox rides 
fly  

Each response that was flagged was then assessed to categorise respondents as being either for or against the 
idea of a cable car development. Some responses were vaguely anti, without directly naming a cable car 
development. For example, not wanting Kings Park to resemble a “theme park” or stating opposition to any 
new building and development in general. 

Table 2 Assessment of responses 

sentiment count 
pro cable car 221 
anti cable car 440 
vaguely pro 5 
vaguely anti 36 
ambivalent 5 
comments not relevant 252 

While verbatim responses have been grouped into all these categories, the analysis below is restricted to the 
respondents that referred to a cable car type development directly, by any of its names. 

  



Respondent characteristics 

The Community Survey asked respondents to choose which categories best described their connection with 
King Park, including their usual use of the park. Respondents could select a maximum of two categories. These 
categories were: 

• I have a connection with Kings Park because of my job. 
• I work in Kings Park. 
• I occasionally visit Kings Park. 
• I regularly spend time with family/friends in Kings Park. 
• I regularly exercise in Kings Park. 
• I visit Kings Park to relax. 
• I bring interstate/international visitors to Kings Park. 
• I attend events in Kings Park such as concerts, movies, festivals or the ANZAC Day Dawn Service. 
• I volunteer in Kings Park. 

Table 3 shows the percentage of respondents selecting each of the categories to describe their connect to and 
use of Kings Park. It also shows the gender distribution in the groups. The sample that were supportive of the 
cable car were more likely to be male than those opposed or than the survey sample overall. Those supportive 
were also less likely to visit the park to relax or to be volunteers in the park.  

Table 3 Respondent characteristics 

 
all pro cable car anti cable car 

Sample count 4542 222 441 
male (%) 36.24 56.68 29.84 
female (%) 63.76 43.32 70.16 
work connection 2.82 1.35 1.13 
work in KP 1.12 0.00 0.45 
occasionally visit 45.33 45.95 31.75 
regularly with family friends 24.57 27.03 31.07 
regularly exercise in KP 9.89 9.46 10.43 
visit KP to relax 24.90 14.86 29.71 
bring visitors to KP 39.19 57.21 46.49 
attend events in KP 20.28 20.27 19.50 
volunteer in KP 3.79 0.45 10.20 
never visit KP 0.51 0.90 0.00 

 

 



 

 
Table 4 Age distribution (counts) 

 
Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

all 18 143 537 693 715 784 1258 
prop cable car 1 9 22 34 39 49 65 
anti cable car 1 1 9 17 45 85 280 

 

 
Table 5 Age distribution (percentage) 

 
Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

all 0.43 3.45 12.95 16.71 17.24 18.90 30.33 
prop cable car 0.46 4.11 10.05 15.53 17.81 22.37 29.68 
anti cable car 0.23 0.23 2.05 3.88 10.27 19.41 63.93 

 

 

 
Figure 1 Frequency of sentiment by age group 

The age distributions seen in Table 4, Table 5 and Figure 1 show that for age groups under 45 there is more 
support for a cable car. For age groups 45+, where the majority of the survey respondents fall, there is 
opposition to the proposal and this opposition increases with age. 



Ratings 

Survey participants were asked to rate the importance of each of the following priorities on a 5-point scale: 

• Help protect and restore WAs natural environment through research. 
• Conserve threatened WA plant species. 
• Protect Kings Park bushland. 
• Build new visitor attractions in the park. 

Survey participants were also asked to what extent Kings Park met their expectations. The results of these 
ratings, presented as an average with a maximum score of 100, for the survey overall and for the respondents 
for and against a cable car are shown in Table 6. 

Those that were supportive of the cable car were less likely to agree that Kings Park met their expectations 
than the group that were opposed, or the survey respondents overall. The two groups that brought up their 
views on the cable car diverged on the question of new attractions, in the directions one would expect.  

 
Table 6 Respondent ratings 

 
all pro cable car anti cable car 

meets expectations 88.35 81.27 92.05 
environmental research 93.95 90.50 97.14 
plant conservation 96.50 94.66 98.86 
protect bushland 96.80 93.21 99.27 
new attractions 60.99 88.14 42.23 

 

There were 1529 respondents that gave ratings of “Reasonably important” or “Very important” to all four of 
the priorities above. Of these, 369 rated all of them as being “Very important”. Of the 369 that rated both 
conservation priorities and new attractions as being very important, 68 stated a positive view about the cable 
car and 7 stated a negative view. 
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