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Key Findings 

 

Council Tax Options 
 

 Overall, the majority of respondents (68%) were in favour of some level of 
council tax increase in 2020/21 (5% lower than last year). 

 

 Option 2; an increase of 3.00% to council tax, was the most preferred option 
(by 41% of residents vs. 27% for a 3.99% rise). 
 

 38% of respondents agreed that an increase in council tax would be more 

amenable if the additional funds were ring-fenced for a specific service (vs. 

30% who disagreed). There was no consensus over which service should 

receive the funds, but the most common choice was adult social care (35%).  

 

 66% of respondents disagreed with a council tax rise of greater than 3.99%. 

 
 

Council Transformation and Savings Plan   

2020 - 2021 

 41% of respondents felt that the savings for Environment and Community 
Services were ‘about right’ 

 

 38% of respondents felt that the reductions to Children, Adults and Health 
were ‘too much’ vs. 33% who said it was ‘about right’ 

 

 41% of respondents felt that the savings to Chief Executive & Corporate 
Resources were ‘too little’, compared to 29% who felt it was about right 
 

Next 5 – 10 Years 

Of the longer term approaches outlined, the most strongly supported were: 

 Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings (89% 
agreement) 

 Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more 
efficient ways of working (83% agreement) 

 Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies (83% agreement) 
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The least favoured approaches continue to be increasingly unpopular, with less 
support year after year: 

 Reducing the quality of some services provided drops by 2% agreement to 
15% vs. 60% disagreement 

 Scaling back or stop providing some services has 17% agreement; 2% points 
lower than last year, and 50% disagreement  

 Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies (20% 
agreement; -1% year on year), vs. 55% disagree with this approach 

 

 

Core activities  
 

 For a second year in a row, Education is the highest priority for long term 
investment, with 46% of all respondents putting it in the top three priorities 
and 25% rating it highest. 
 

 This is followed by Health and wellbeing, and Safeguarding vulnerable 
children and adults as the second and third priorities for investment; both 
were selected as top priorities by 42% of respondents. 
 

 Protecting the environment jumps three places to fourth highest priority this 

year, due to an increase of +5% of respondents putting it in the top three 

priorities (40%), and a decrease in those selecting Maintaining safe, strong 

and clean communities (-6%) and Developing infrastructure (-5%) as 

priorities. 

 
 

Changes to Local Council Tax Reduction Scheme 

 

 Regarding assessment, the council’s recommendation to disregard any 

payment made to a customer under a government compensation scheme, is 

only supported by 23% of respondents, with almost half of respondents (49%) 

either having no preference or opinion. 

 

 There is a slight preference but no significant difference between respondents 

who prefer to keep the current scheme (34%) and those who support a 

change to disregard Universal Credit when assessing eligibility for Local 

Council Tax Reduction (33%). 
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Satisfaction with council services 
 

 On average there has been a -6% fall in Net Satisfaction across services. This 

continues a -6% decline in average Net Satisfaction across services the 

previous year. 

 

 Some services have improved enough to make a full recovery from last year’s 

decreases in satisfaction: Bus services (+17%), Parks and Open Spaces 

(+5%), and Waste and Recycling (+7%). 

 

 Many services’ Net Satisfaction scores have continued to fall for a second 

year in a row, in particular: Welfare and Council Tax (-14%), Schools (-7%), 

and care for those with disabilities (-13%). 

 

 There are now three services which have more dissatisfied users than 

satisfied ones: Highways and Roads (-14%), Planning (-8%), and Children’s 

Social Services (-3%, which has seen the largest drop of -25% year on year). 

 

 The highest net satisfaction scores are: Parks & Open Spaces (71%), Waste 

and Recycling (64%), Libraries (58%) and Sport & Leisure facilities (58%). 

 

Perceptions of the council and local area 

 The majority of respondents are satisfied with their local area (79%), however 
net satisfaction has fallen -4% from last year. 

 

 Most residents (61%) think that South Gloucestershire has stayed the same in 

the last two years, 30% believe it is worse and 7% think it is better. 

 

 Net Satisfaction with the way the council runs things has improved 
significantly; +10% to 53% 
 

 46% of respondents agree that the council delivers value for money and 20% 
disagree, meaning the net value for money score has increased by +9% to 
26%.  
 

 These uplifts may be connected to improved perceptions of being kept 
informed about services (47% agree; +6% increase), or informed about 
changes (48% agree; +5% increase), and a feeling that the council is 
responsive to issues raised by local residents (39% agree; +6% increase) 

 

 Only 17% of respondents agree they have the ability to influence local 

decisions; a drop of 1% from last year 
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Consultation Purpose, Methodology and Response 

Purpose 

 

The council has a duty to consult local tax payers about its budget and spending 
priorities each year. The council undertakes a thorough consultation to engage with 
and listen to as many local people as possible so that it can provide reliable and 
robust evidence to help inform decision making. 

In light of the ongoing, significant pressures on council funding and the likely impact 
that this will have on service provision in the future, the council also included 
questions on the council savings plan (CSP) as part of this year’s consultation.  

The purpose of this consultation was to: 
 
 Inform local residents and other interested stakeholders about the proposed 

council budget and the council savings plan and the implications for services 
 

 Provide appropriate information to explain the proposals, different options and 
the drivers and rationale behind them 
 

 Engage, seek views and gather opinion on the options and proposals for the 
council’s budget and services 
 

 Identify any issues and gather information that will assist with the future 
delivery of services 
 

 Explore the suitability of potential options with service users and other 
stakeholders and seek alternative solutions and ideas concerning the 
council’s spending and savings plan 
 

 Gain a fuller understanding of the likely impact that the proposed budget and 
savings plan could have on communities, service users and other 
stakeholders 
 

 Undertake a fully compact and charter compliant consultation that satisfies the  
council's policies and consultation duties 
 

 Provide decision makers with information to assist them in making informed 
decisions about the council’s budget and savings plan 
 

 Seek the views of residents and others on the potential of an increase in the 
adult social care precept in future years 
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Survey Methodology 

 

 A paper survey was sent to 3,000 randomly selected addresses in South 
Gloucestershire (see appendix 1) 
 

 An online survey was available for residents on the council’s consultation 
webpage 
 

 An online survey for Organisations was available on the council’s consultation 
webpage (see appendix 2) 
 

 A survey was created for Young People, which was available online and 
circulated by the Children, Adults and Health Participation team (see appendix 
3) 
 

 The survey was sent to all members of South Gloucestershire Council’s 
citizen panel; Viewpoint 
 

 Comments were also invited via letter, email, social media and telephone 
 

 Email notifications were sent to a wide range of consultees including all 
councillors, town & parish councils, CVS organisations, local MPs and 
environmental groups 

 

Consultation information 
 
To support the consultation, the following information was made available to the 
public to provide respondents with sufficient information to make an informed 
response.  
 

 Information and a breakdown of the council’s overall budget including 
expenditure areas and income sources and links to information about the 
proposed council budget, capital programme and medium term financial plan. 

 Details of the options for council tax levels in 2020-21 and links to further 
information about council tax 

 Details of how people could participate in the consultation process with links 
to the survey. 

 Contact details were clearly advertised on all consultation materials if 
participants had any questions, wanted clarification or required any further 
information. 

Copies of this information was available from the dedicated consultation website: 
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/budget 

 

The consultation period ran from 14th October 2019 until 5th January 2020 

 
 

Consultation response rates 

 
The table below provides an outline of the distribution method and response rate to 
the different methodologies used in this consultation 
 
This year’s response was 23% lower than last year. This is in likelihood due to six 
weeks of Purdah for the General Election taking place until 12th December 2019, 
preventing any promotion or communication of the consultation. 
 
Table 1: Survey sample and response rate 

Method Surveys 
returned 

Surveys 
dispatched 

Response 
rate 

Resident survey  
(mailed out & available online) 

382 3000 households Not available 

Viewpoint citizens panel 971 2,760 44% 

Letter and emails 6 N/A N/A 

 

 
 
General Caveats 
The results of this consultation are not statistically representative of the views of 
South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the consultation methodology 
used. The level of response, information gathered and views obtained provide a 
useful indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that will need to be 
considered. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for people to submit more than one response. This has been monitored 
during the consultation period and analysis and it does not appear to have been 
abused or be a significant issue affecting the response. 
 
Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. Percentages 
used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 100%. For 
some survey questions, respondents could select more than one response which 
also means that percentages can total more than 100%.  

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/budget2017_18/consultationHome
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Council Tax Options 

 
Each year the council asks about proposed council tax levels for future years and to 
what extent residents consider that the council provides value for money. 
 
Overall, Option 2 (an increase of 3.00% to council tax) is the most preferred (by 
41% of residents).  

A freeze in council tax was the second most preferred option overall (28%), however 
this was driven by local residents who were chosen at random. The viewpoint 
panellists, who are more representative of the wider population of South 
Gloucestershire, preferred a higher increase of 3.99% to a council tax freeze, 
although only by 1%, which is not a significant difference. 

 
 
Table 2: Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” 
 

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents Total 

Base size 964 370 1,334 

Option 1: 3.99% increase in council tax  28% 25% 27% 

Option 2: 3.00% increase in council tax  41% 39% 41% 

Option 3: Freeze council tax at current level 27% 31% 28% 

No preference 2% 2% 2% 

Don't know 2% 3% 2% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Respondents from all tax bands except G and H prefer Option 2 overall, but in 

particular this preference is driven by those in bands A- C.  

Preference for the highest increase is driven by those in council Tax Band D (37%). 

Those in tax bands G and H are also more likely than other respondents to prefer 

this option, though there are very few of them patriating in the survey. 
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Table 3: Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” by Tax Band 

 Total Which council tax band are you in? 

A B C D E F G H 

Base 1,300 51 193 231 417 135 61 30 9* 

Option 1: increase council 
tax by 3.99% 

27% 22% 23% 24% 37% 21% 25% 27% 56% 

Option 2: increase council 
tax by 3.00% 

41% 43% 46% 46% 41% 40% 44% 33% 11% 

Option 3: freeze council tax 
at the current level 

28% 33% 27% 26% 19% 36% 26% 33% 33% 

No preference / Don’t know 4% 2% 5% 4% 3% 2% 5% 6% 0% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) *caution: very low base size 

 

Respondents were asked if an increase in council tax would be more amenable if the 

additional funds were ring-fenced for a specific service. In total 38% agreed vs. 30% 

who disagreed. 
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Table 4 Q8 “To what extent would you agree or disagree with a general council tax increase of 

1.99% if it was ring-fenced for a specific service, rather than for all services?” 

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total 

Base size: 960 868 1,328 

Strongly agree 12% 9% 11% 

Tend to agree 27% 26% 27% 

Neither agree nor disagree 32% 32% 32% 

Tend to disagree 17% 17% 17% 

Strongly disagree 12% 15% 13% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

For those respondents who would agree with a general council tax increase if it was 

ring-fenced for a specific service, 35% wanted to see the funds invested in adult 

social care, whereas 31% would prefer it put towards children and young 

people, either through either education and early years or social care. 

This lack of consensus on which service area most needs the funding may limit the 

appeal of a ring-fenced tax increase. For instance, since only around a third of 

respondents would want it to go towards adult social care, when the same question 

was asked last year, with the example of adult social care given as the 

specified service, we had 2% less agreement and 16% more disagreement with 

the idea, meaning more people disagreed (46%) than agreed with it (36%).  

An option may be to ring-fence by department, since the majority of suggestions 

(69%) were for services within Children, Adults and Health. 

The concept of ring-fencing additional funds is only slightly more appealing to those 

who chose the 3.00% than 3.99% tax increase options (44% agreement vs 41%), 

and is much less appealing to those who wanted no increase this year (26% agree), 

so does not appear to be a particularly effective way to reassure or persuade 

respondents when it comes to increasing tax contributions. 
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Table 5 Q9 “If you would prefer the council tax increase to be ring-fenced for a specific 

service, which service would you want the funding to go towards?” 

Theme No. of comments 

Adult Social Care / older people 113 35% 

Education / early years 73 22% 

Health 34 10% 

Social Care – Children and young people 29 9% 

Environment - general 24 7% 

Infrastructure & planning 24 7% 

Roads 23 7% 

Housing 19 6% 

Public Transport / Buses 14 4% 

Safe and Strong Communities 12 4% 

Environment - Climate Change 8 2% 

Disability 6 2% 

Clean local area 6 2% 

Poverty / deprivation,  homelessness 5 2% 

Waste 3 1% 

Decide based on public consultation 2 1% 

Emergency Services 1 0% 

Employment 1 0% 

Libraries 1 0% 
Base: Respondents who agree with an increase in council tax which is ring-fenced (n=326) 
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Regarding the limit on annual council tax increases, 66% of respondents 

disagreed with a council tax rise of greater than 3.99%, vs. 19% who agreed. 

 

Table 6 Q10 The government currently sets limits to the annual increases in both general 

council tax and the adult social care precept. Should government relax the current annual 

council tax increase thresholds, to what extent would you support or oppose a council tax rise 

greater than 3.99%? 

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total 

Base size: 959 369 1,328 

Strongly support 6% 5% 6% 

Somewhat support 14% 9% 13% 

Neither support nor oppose 16% 15% 16% 

Somewhat oppose 27% 24% 26% 

Strongly oppose 37% 47% 40% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Respondents who said they would prefer to pay an increase of 3.99% in 2020 were 

much more likely to agree with a tax rise greater than this amount (48% vs. 19%). 
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Council Transformations and Savings Plan 

 

The next year 
 
Respondents were asked to consider the proposed savings for 2020 -21 by 
department.  
 
41% of respondents felt that the savings for Environment and Community 
Services were ‘about right’, more than the 33% who said the savings were too 
much or the 12% who thought they were too little. 
 
38% of respondents felt that the reductions to Children, Adults and Health were 
too much, compared to 33% who felt they were ‘about right’ and 13% saying it was 
too little. 
 
Conversely, 41% of respondents felt that the savings to Chief Executive & 
Corporate Resources was too little, compared to 29% who felt it was about right 
and 13% who felt it was too much. 
 
Table 7 Q2 “Looking at the information in the consultation document, how do you feel about 
the proposed amount of savings by department?” 

Respondents Base 
size 

Far too 
little 

Slightly 
too little 

About 
right 

Slightly 
too much 

Far too 
much 

Don't 
know 

Children, Adults & 
Health (£4.4m or 3.4% 
of department budget) 

1,312 5% 8% 33% 18% 20% 15% 

Environment & 
Community Services 
(£3.1m or 7.4% of 
department budget) 

1,307 3% 9% 41% 19% 14% 15% 

Chief Executive & 
Corporate Resources 
and Central Items 
(£0.2m or 1.2% of 
department budget) 

1,307 23% 18% 29% 8% 5% 17% 

Base: all respondents (n= see base size per question / department) 

 

 
Respondents were asked if they had any comments on the proposed savings by 
department. The most common theme was opposition to any further reductions 
in department budgets (70 comments / 33%), with over a third of these regarding the 
CAH budget (11% of all responses, similar to last year where these accounted for 
10% of all comments). About a fifth (15 comments) were regarding the ECS budget. 
 

 

 
“There should be NO cuts in adult care as the council have 
a growing elderly population who require good care” 
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Following this, there were 40 comments (19%) in favour of making further savings, 

the majority of which referred to reducing staff salaries (17 mentions), whilst other 

suggestions included reducing the CECR budget (7 mentions), or reducing waste (6 

comments). 

 

 

 

 

31 comments (15%) were regarding current problems as a result of underfunding, 

implying further cuts would worsen the situation. Half of these comments mentioned 

in particular a need for more investment in schools and children’s services (16 

comments), whilst 8 respondents mentioned other adverse effects such as more 

vandalism, litter, poorer customer service or a negative effect on elderly residents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 respondents asked the council to increase their efforts at income generation 

rather than making more savings, mainly through tax, whilst 8 blamed a lack of funds 

from Central Government. 
 

  

“Should not cut environment and community services, particularly waste 
management and recycling are more important than ever to invest in” 

“Chief executive are given excessive salaries” 

“Not enough money to support services that helped improve the mental state of 
elderly and young - so many services have been stripped away - no holding place” 

“Children’s services are already over stretched and not meeting the current need. 
Infrastructure, transport, safe communities again already on their knees and crime rising” 

“I would like to think that most of the operation of each area has been refined with 
major efficiencies improved and any 'fat' reduced. There are always improvements that 
can be found but these diminish over time which means that vigilance is required. We 
may be approaching the point where increased income is required to meet the needs of 
adult social care and infrastructure maintenance and that must surely be understood by 
central government. If we as residents need improved services we must be prepared to 
pay either through central or local taxation.” 
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Table 8 Q3 If you have any comments on the proposed savings by department please let us 
know: 

Theme No. of comments % of comments 

Against further savings 70 33% 

CAH - don't cut / invest more 24  

ECS -  don't cut / invest more 15  

No more cuts 18  

Already been too many cuts 8  

Size of cuts seem drastic  3  

Public Transport cuts too much 2  
 

  

In favour of further savings 40 19% 

Cut staff salaries 17  

CECR - cuts could be made 7  

Local Government is wasteful / Reduce waste 6  

Any savings are good 3  

Cut benefits 2  

Negative comments about Council Tax Reduction 
Scheme 

2 
 

Cut CAH budget further 2  

Cut ECS budget further 1  
  

 

Current issue with underfunding 31 15% 

Schools & Children are underfunded / need more 
investment 16  

Adverse effects of cuts, effect on residents 8  

Roads are underfunded 4  

Social Care underfunded 3  
   

Need more information to decide 26 12% 
   

Increase council income 10 5% 

Increase council tax more 6  

Additional houses should bring in extra tax income 2  

Charge more for services 1  

Generate more income 1  
   

Central Government to blame 8 4% 

Trust council to do what's best 3 1% 

Comment regarding councillors 2 1% 

None 17 8% 

Miscellaneous 24 11% 
Base: respondents leaving comments to Q3 (n=212) 
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Cumulative Impact  
 

Respondents were asked to tell us about how the council’s reductions in spending 

over the last nine years has impacted them and their community, if at all.  

 

There are only very small changes from last year’s responses, with deterioration of 

roads/ paths continuing to be the most frequent comment (33% of all comments; 

a 3% increase from last year). 

 
 

 

 

 

 

18% of respondents said it has not affected them personally; a similar proportion 

to last year. 

 

A reduction in services provided was mentioned by 15% of respondents, 5% 

fewer respondents than last year. Libraries and buses were the main services to be 

mentioned. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10% of respondents said there were less resources for schools 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

“Delay in road repairs causing greater deterioration and probably eventual greater 

expenditure or not being fit for purpose” 

“Bus services - we can no longer bus to Bristol 

or Cribbs Causeway direct from Charfield” 

“There has been a reduction in children's pre school 

services that has affected my second child.” 

“South Glos has become a far less pleasant place to live over the past 10 years. Streets 

are dirtier, schools and healthcare provision is worsening. Roads are appalling” 
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Table 9 Q4 “To help us plan for the future, please tell us what impact - if any - the council's 

reductions in spending over the last nine years have had on you, your local community or the 

services you receive? Please be as specific as possible” 

Theme 
No. of 
comments 

% of 
comments 

% Year on 
year change 

Deterioration of roads / paths 154 33% +3% 

No or little impact 83 18% -1% 

Services reduced (library, bus, waste, care) 69 15% -5% 

Less resources for schools 45 10% +1% 

Lack of street cleansing / Increasing litter 33 7% +1% 

Pay for more services / increased cost of services 21 4% +1% 

Lack of social care / worse pressure on health 
service 21 4% 

-2% 

Lack of policing in local area / Increase in ASB or 
crime 17 4% 

+2% 

Not enough / poor street lighting 17 4% +2% 

Green spaces neglected / more fly tipping 14 3% +1% 

Local area decline 13 3% -1% 

Worse traffic 10 2% -1% 

Isolation, Stress or Mental health decline 10 2% +1% 

Slower response from council / councillors / 
harder to contact 8 2% 

+1% 

Negative impact on the community 7 1% -1% 

Not enough parking / enforcement of 6 1% - 

Increase in council tax 6 1% New 

No growth in infrastructure for extra population 5 1% New 

Less financial support for those in need / increase 
in poverty 5 1% 

- 

Worse quality of service 4 1% -1% 

Lack of care for vulnerable / elderly 4 1% New 

No value for money  3 1% -1% 

Council has done well to manage bad situation 3 1% -2% 

Positive / neutral impact 3 1% -1% 

Miscellaneous 29 6% +2% 

Unsure/don’t know 3 1% - 

No response 1 0% - 

Base: Respondents answering Q4 (n=469) 
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The next 5 – 10 years  
 
The consultation survey outlined a range of approaches that the council is exploring 
to deliver the council savings plan in the longer term. Respondents were asked to 
state how strongly they agreed or disagreed with each of them. 

Of the approaches outlined the most strongly supported, i.e. those strongly 
agreeing & tending to agree, were: 

 Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings; 89% 
agreement 
 

 Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more 
efficient ways of working; 83% agreement 
 

 Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies had 83% agreement, an increase of 3 percentage points from 
last year (the largest increase in agreement) 
 

 

Increasing fees and charges for some services had the second highest increase in 
agreement of +2% to 46%. 

 

The least favoured approaches continue to be increasingly unpopular, with 
decreases in support this year following on from decreases last year: 

 Reducing the quality of some services provided only had 15% support, 2 
percentage points down from last year, with disagreement at 60% 
 

 Scaling back or stop providing some services had 17% agreement: 2 points 
lower than last year, and 50% disagreement  
 

 Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies (20% 
agreement), 1 percentage points less than December 2018 and 55% of 
respondents disagree with this approach 
 
 

However the greatest fall in support was for digital initiatives: Using digital 
technology more widely to support the delivery of services (-8% year on year, to 63% 
agreement) and Making more services available online (-9% vs, 2018 to 61% 
agreement). 
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Table 10: Q5 In the next 5-10 years, the council will continue to find ways to make services 
more affordable to run. How strongly do you agree or disagree with using the following 
approaches? 
 

 Base 
size 

Total 
Agree 

Difference 
vs. 2019 

Total 
Disagree 

Difference 
vs 2019 

Making more efficient use of 
council assets such as land and 
buildings 

1,318 89% +1% 4% 0% 

Changing working practices to 
make better use of technology 
and more efficient ways of 
working 

1,303 83% -2% 4% 0% 

Working in partnership and 
sharing services with other 
councils and public sector 
agencies 

1,316 83% +3% 5% -2% 

Targeting resources on the 
most vulnerable and people 
most in need 

1,329 69% 0% 16% -1% 

Using digital technology more 
widely to support the delivery of 
services 

1,324 63% -8% 15% +3% 

Making more services available 
online 

1,318 61% -9% 18% +5% 

Encouraging more people to 
volunteer their time to become 
involved in the delivery of 
services 

1,318 55% +1% 16% -2% 

Increasing fees and charges for 
some services 

1,327 46% +2% 29% -4% 

Transferring services to other 
organisations like community 
groups, social enterprises and 
town and parish councils 

1,331 44% -2% 26% 0% 

Stopping provision of some 
discretionary services to protect 
services to older people and 
the vulnerable 

1,320 37% -2% 41% 0% 

Transferring services to other 
organisations like commercial 
companies 

1,330 20% -1% 55% -3% 

Scaling back or stop providing 
some services 

1,322 17% -2% 50% -1% 

Reducing the quality of some 
services provided 

1,332 15% -2% 60% -1% 

Base: All respondents (n= see base size column for individual approaches) 
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Priorities for core activities 
 

Respondents were asked to select which three council activities should be the 
highest priority for investment in the medium to long term, and then rank these three 
in order of importance. 

For the purposes of determining the overall priority from all responses, a weighted 
average has been used to rank the activities, where the highest priority receives a 
greater weighting than the second priority, and the third priority receives the lowest 
weighting. 

For a second year in a row, Education is rated as the overall highest priority, 
with a weighted average of 18% of respondents rating it highly, and 46% of all 
respondents putting it in the top three priorities. 

This is followed by Health and Wellbeing, with a weighted average of 17% highest 
priority and 42% of respondents selecting it as a Top 3 priority; and Safeguarding 
vulnerable children and adults, which 46% put in the Top 3, and had a weighted 
average of 16% for highest priority. 

Protecting the environment jumps to fourth place from seventh last year, due to 
an increase of +5% of respondents putting it in the top three priorities (40%), and a 
decrease in those selecting Maintaining safe, strong and clean communities (-6%) 
and Developing infrastructure (-5%) as priorities. 

The lowest priorities for investment were reducing inequality and deprivation (21% 
consider this a priority, with only 7% the highest priority), and employment (25% 
consider it a priority; 9% the highest priority). 
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Table 11 Q6 “Which of the following areas would you choose as the three highest priorities for 
investment in the next 10 years?” (Ranked by weighted average of top three priority scores) 

Core activities Highest 
Priority 

Second 
Priority 

Third 
Priority 

Weighted 
average 
priority 

Total 
respondents 
putting in top 3 
priorities 

Education 25% 12% 9% 18% 46% 

Health and wellbeing 23% 13% 6% 17% 42% 

Safeguarding vulnerable children 
and adults 

21% 13% 8% 16% 46% 

Protecting the environment 15% 13% 12% 14% 40% 

Developing infrastructure (e.g. 
roads, rail, broadband) 

15% 13% 12% 14% 40% 

Maintaining safe, strong and clean 
communities 

16% 13% 10% 14% 39% 

Meeting assessed social care 
needs for children and adults 

14% 12% 9% 13% 35% 

Public transport 12% 13% 12% 12% 37% 

Housing 15% 10% 7% 12% 32% 

Employment 11% 8% 6% 9% 25% 

Reducing inequality and 
deprivation 

7% 8% 7% 7% 21% 

Base: all respondents (n=1,351) 

 

Comments or suggestions about the budget and council savings plan 

 

A theme which was a completely new last year is now the most common 

response; ‘council tax increase should not be more than inflation / pay 

increases’ (10% of all responses, +4% from last year). 

The second most common response is that there should be no more cuts or council 

tax increases (8%), whilst 6% fewer respondents now say they agree with paying 

more council tax (6%). 

‘Remove inefficiencies in service delivery’ is 3% more popular this year, making it the 

third most common suggestion (6%). 

Trust is slightly less likely to be an issue this year, with 4% fewer respondents saying 

they don’t trust the council to spend money wisely (4%), and 2% fewer blaming 

Central Government for the lack of funds (6%). 
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New comment themes this year include: not being able to afford council tax on 

benefits (4%); education and children’s services being prioritised (2%); and 

prioritising the environment (1%). 

0% of respondents now spontaneously comment that they are not getting value for 

money (vs. 3% from last year). 

 

Table 12 Q11 “Please use this space to make any other comments or suggestions about the 

budget and council savings plan” 

Theme 
Number of 
comments 

% of 
Responses 

Change 
from 2018 

Council tax increase should not be more than inflation / 
pay increases 

32 10% +4% 

No more cuts / council tax increases 26 8% -4% 

Remove inefficiencies in service delivery 20 6% +3% 

Agree to pay more council tax 19 6% -6% 

Review staffing structure / pay  / efficiency of staff & 
councillors 

19 6% +1% 

Central government is the issue 19 6% -2% 

Can't afford as on benefits 14 4% New 

Transport/ roads issues 13 4% +2% 

The council doesn’t spend money wisely / Don't trust 
council spending 

12 4% -4% 

Not enough information provided 10 3% 0% 

Change council tax bands / requirements 9 3% -2% 

Deliver essential services only 8 3% 0% 

Pensioners suffer more from cuts / tax increases. Can't 
afford tax on pension 

7 2% -2% 

Smaller increases in tax are better 7 2% 0% 

Expect to see improvement of services with tax increase 7 2% -1% 

Education / children services should be prioritised / are 
suffering from cuts 

6 2% New 

Positive comments, council doing a good job 5 2% +1% 

Waste collection/recycling 5 2% +1% 

Review tender/purchasing processes to ensure value for 
money/lowest cost 

3 1% 0% 

No comment 3 1% 0% 

Ring fence money for local communities / projects 3 1% -1% 

Feedback about survey 2 1% -2% 

Charge more for services / generate income instead of 
increasing tax 

2 1% 0% 

Increase of housing should bring in extra revenue 2 1% 0% 

Prioritise Environment 2 1% New 



Council Budget 2020-21 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Final version 
  24 
 
 

Theme 
Number of 
comments 

% of 
Responses 

Change 
from 2018 

Ways to cut costs – new /other 2 1% New 

Do not use consultants / review costs or processes 1 0% -1% 

Happy with cuts in spending 1 0% 0% 

Feel unsafe in South Gloucestershire 1 0% 0% 

Happy to pay more for some / most needed services only 1 0% -2% 

No value for money 1 0% -3% 

Increase business rates 1 0% New 

Don’t know 7 2% +1% 

Miscellaneous Other 48 15% +8% 
                                                                                                      Base: Respondents to Q11 (n= 317) 
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Changes to Council Tax Reduction Scheme: 

 
With regards to the council’s recommendation to disregard any payment made to a 
customer under a government compensation scheme, almost half of respondents 
(49%) either had no preference or didn’t know, and only 23% supported this 
recommendation vs. 28% in favour of keeping the current scheme. 
 
Table 13 Q12: Which option do you most strongly support for customers in receipt of 
Universal Credit? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 

Base 933 347 1,280 

Disregard any amount received from a government 
compensation scheme 

25% 19% 23% 

Keep the current scheme and take into account all 
compensation payments as capita 

29% 25% 28% 

No preference 23% 19% 21% 

Don’t know 24% 37% 28% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
 
 
There is a slight preference but no significant difference between respondents who 
prefer to keep the current scheme (34%) and those who support a change to 
disregard Universal Credit when assessing eligibility for Local Council Tax Reduction 
(33%). And a similar proportion of respondents have no preference or don’t know 
(32%). 
 
Table 14 Q13: Which option do you most strongly support in receipt of Universal Credit? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 

Base 957 346 1,303 

Do not include Universal Credit as an income when 
assessing someone's LCTR entitlement 

34% 31% 33% 

Keep the current scheme and take into account all of the 
Universal Credit as an income 

35% 34% 34% 

No preference 14% 11% 13% 

Don’t know 17% 25% 19% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Council Services 

 

Usage of council services 
 

Overall, the services most used by respondents in the past year were: 
 

 Waste & recycling services with 99% usage 

 Parks and open spaces were claimed to be used by 89% of respondents 

 Highways and roads have 87% claimed usage 

 83% of respondents use the free parking facilities 
 
A number of services were used slightly less by this year’s survey participants 
compared to last year’s: 
 

 Sports and leisure facilities used by 60% of sample; down 8% from last year  

 Schools reported usage has dropped -7% to 38% of respondents 

 Customer Services -6% vs. 2019 to 49% 

 Housing Advice -5% year on year to 23% of participants 
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Table 15: Respondents who said they have used services in Q1 “Thinking about services you 
have used in the last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following 
services provided or supported by South Gloucestershire Council? “  

Type of respondent:  Viewpoint Residents Total 
 Change 
vs. 2019 

Base size 971 382 1,351   

Care for older people 30% 27% 29% 0% 

Care for physically disabled and those with 
learning difficulties 

28% 26% 27% -1% 

Children's social services 23% 23% 23% -3% 

Customer services 47% 54% 49% -6% 

Environmental health and trading 
standards 

36% 41% 37% -3% 

Housing advice services 23% 24% 23% -5% 

Highways and roads 86% 89% 87% +1% 

Libraries 58% 57% 58% -3% 

Local bus services 77% 79% 77% +2% 

Parks and open spaces 88% 90% 89% -1% 

Planning 48% 48% 48% 0% 

Public Health (not including NHS services) 43% 47% 44% +2% 

Schools 38% 37% 38% -7% 

Sport and leisure facilities 60% 61% 60% -8% 

Waste and recycling services 99% 100% 99% 0% 

Welfare benefits and council tax reduction 
for which the council is responsible 

41% 46% 42% +1% 

Free car parking 82% 85% 83% -1% 
Base: All respondents (n= see individual columns) 
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Satisfaction with council services 
 
The following percentages indicate the proportion of respondents who stated that 
they were either satisfied or dissatisfied with a given service area, out of all those 
who said they had used the service in the last year. 
 
Net satisfaction score is used to show the overall picture of satisfaction as well as 
change from last year. It shows how many more respondents are satisfied than 
those that are dissatisfied. It is calculated by % Satisfied Customers – % Dissatisfied 
Customers. 
 
On average there has been a -6% fall in Net Satisfaction across services, with 
most services seeing a decline in their scores. This continues an average -6% 
decline in Net Satisfaction scores across services last year. 
 
Some services have made a recovery from last year’s decreases in Net 
Satisfaction Score, with improved satisfaction: 
 

 Local bus services has seen a +17% rise in Net Satisfaction to 31%, 
reversing the -17% drop last year. 
 

 Waste and recycling have also reversed their -7% drop last year with a +7% 
increase to the second highest service score of 64%. 
 

 The highest Net Satisfaction Score is Parks and Open Spaces (71%); an 
increase of +5% from January 2020, almost reversing its -6% decline the 
year before 
 

 Care for older people has seen a +6% increase in Net Satisfaction to 21%. 
However this only partially recovers the -38% drop last year. 
 

 Libraries Net Satisfaction score is a strong 58%, +3% increase from last year, 
but not enough to recuperate the -15% reduction seen over 2018. 

 
 
A number of services continue to see a second year of falling Net Satisfaction: 
 

 Care for physically disabled and those with learning difficulties has only 9% 

more satisfied customers than dissatisfied ones, a fall of -13% vs. last year, 

after a fall of -20% the year before. 

 

 Similarly, Housing Advice Services sees a decline of -20% to 9% Net 

Satisfaction, following a small drop of –2% the previous year. 
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 Welfare and Council Tax reduction has 17% Net Satisfaction, down -14% on 

last year, following a drop of -26% from January 2018. 

 

 Highways and roads has the lowest Net Satisfaction score of -14%, 

which means more customers are dissatisfied than those that are satisfied. 

The service continues to see very marginal declines of -1% this year after -

2% last year. 

 

 Schools see a -7% drop in Net Satisfaction in 2019 to 29%, after a -13% fall in 

2018. 

 

 Sports and leisure facilities have a healthy Net Satisfaction of 58%, however 

this is a -4% drop from last year, after a -7% fall the year before 

 

 Customer Services have seen a small declines of -6% this year and -2% last 

year, resulting in a Net Satisfaction score of 42% 

 

In addition to Highways and Roads, two other services have negative Net 

Satisfaction Scores, due to significant falls in scores this year, meaning more 

customers are dissatisfied than those that are satisfied: 

 Children’s Social Services (-3%), down -25% from last year 

 Planning (-8%), down -14% from last year 
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Table 16: Q1 “Thinking about services you have used in the last year, how satisfied or 
dissatisfied are you with each of the following services provided or supported by South 
Gloucestershire Council?” 
  

Service area 
Total 

Satisfaction 
Total Dis-

satisfaction 

Net 
Satisfaction 

Score 

Change 
vs 2019 

Care for older people (381) 34% 13% 21% +6% 

Care for physically disabled and 
those with learning difficulties (357) 

25% 17% 9% -13% 

Children's social services (303) 13% 16% -3% -25% 

Customer services e.g. one stop 
shop (646) 

54% 11% 42% -6% 

Environmental health and trading 
standards (488) 

40% 11% 29% -10% 

Housing advice services (304) 17% 8% 9% -20% 

Highways / roads (1,149) 33% 48% -14% -1% 

Libraries (762) 67% 9% 58% +3% 

Local bus services (1,032) 57% 26% 31% +17% 

Parks and open spaces (1,174) 79% 8% 71% +5% 

Planning (622) 24% 32% -8% -14% 

Public health (not including NHS 
services) (569) 

35% 9% 26% -13% 

Schools (497) 46% 17% 29% -7% 

Sport and leisure facilities (789) 68% 10% 58% -4% 

Waste and recycling services (1,325) 77% 13% 64% +7% 

Welfare and council tax reduction 
for which the council is responsible 
(552) 

34% 17% 17% -14% 

Free car parking (1,109) 63% 18% 45% -6% 

 
   Base: Respondents who have used the corresponding service area in the last year 

 (n= see individual service areas)  
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Perceptions of the council and the local area 

 
 
Overall, the vast majority of respondents are satisfied with their local area 
(79%), and whilst results remain steady over the long term, net satisfaction has fallen 
-4% from last year. 
 
 
Table 17 Q14 Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with their local area as a place to 
live? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% Total 
Difference 
vs. Jan 19 

Base 962 373 1,335 
 

Total Satisfied 79% 80% 79% -3% 

Total 
Dissatisfied 

11% 13% 12% +1% 

Net 
Satisfaction 

68% 67% 67% -4% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Graph1: Q14 “Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with their local area as a place to 
live?” by year 
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There have been no significant changes to perceptions of how the area has changed 

in the last two years, with the majority of residents (61%) continuing to think it has 

stayed the same, and 30% believing it has become worse.  

However the proportion of respondents who think things have got worse has been 

steadily increasing since 2010 and is now at an all-time high, whilst those who think 

things are better is at its lowest since records began almost 20 years ago. 

 

Table 18 Q15 Over the past 2 years, do you feel that South Gloucestershire has become a 
better place to live, is the same, or is worse? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% Total 
difference vs 
Jan 2019 

Base 963 371 1,334  

Better 6% 8% 7% -1% 

The same 63% 58% 61% +2% 

Worse 30% 31% 30% +1% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

  

Chart 2: Q15 by year 
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There were a number of reasons why the 7% of respondents who said they felt 

things had become better in South Gloucestershire, felt this was the case. The most 

common being improvements to public transport (12 mentions), roads and paths 

being well maintained (11 mentions), a safer and stronger community, or parks and 

open spaces (8 comments each). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 19 Q16 “If you said that South Gloucestershire has become better in the last two years, 

please tell us what you feel has changed?” 

Theme 
No. of 
comments 

Public Transport 12 

Roads & paths (incl. cycle paths) well maintained (and streetlights) 11 

Safer and stronger community (e.g. less ASB / crime) 8 

Parks and open spaces 8 

Taking care of local area / environment 7 

Good waste management (recycling, litter) 6 

Sense of community 6 

Good services / amenities 4 

Customer service 3 

More jobs / enterprise / retail / entertainment 2 

Libraries 2 

Better organised 1 

Health services 1 

More housing 1 

Social care for older people 1 

Council communications 1 

No reason given 1 
Base: respondents who say things have gotten better in last 2 years (n=61) 

 

  

“Continued efforts to maintain a pleasant environment and deliver efficient 

services within the resources available. SGC really 'takes care' of the area.” 

“The Metrobus link has enabled us to reach the city centre more easily” 
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For the 30% of respondents who feel South Gloucestershire is getting worse, traffic 

and parking are the main concerns, (mentioned by 29%), followed by the 

deterioration of roads and paths (22%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

For 19% of those who feel things are getting worse, community safety is the issue, 

often linked to a lack of police officers to prevent or tackle crime. A few respondents 

mentioned feeling threatened by young people hanging around on the streets, whilst 

others mentioned drug dealing or drug use. Vandalism and Anti-Social Behaviour 

were specified but many just said ‘crime’. 

 

 

 

 

Too many houses being developed is an issue for 18% of respondents, as they see 

it as the reason for worsening congestion and stretching the demand of infrastructure 

and services, which are not increasing at the same rate. 

 

 

 

 

The deterioration of the local area or high street was mentioned by 12% of 

respondents. Kingswood in particular was mentioned. This tended to include a lack 

of choice of shops, empty buildings, too many fast food restaurants and betting 

shops, the area looking scruffy. In addition to this 14% of respondents mentioned 

litter and graffiti as a particular issue. 

 

 

 

 

“Increased traffic, poor infrastructure, increased evidence of drug 

taking, increased fly tipping, less maintenance of public spaces” 

“Traffic is increasing and roads are in a poor state of 

repair, public areas need to be better maintained” 

” 

“More anti social behaviour - no police, used to see 

them walking about. Speeding, dreadful parking” 

” 

“Increased traffic due to large housing development 

with no improvement in roads, bus services etc” 

” 

“Kingswood High Street is a disgrace, closed shops, charity shops. 

Everywhere very run down beggars playing accordions must be moved on. 

I'm ashamed to say I live in Kingswood it was once a fabulous place to live” 
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Table 20 Q16 “If you said that South Gloucestershire has become better in the last two years, 

please tell us what you feel has changed?” 

Theme 
No. of 

comments 
% of 

respondents 

Traffic / parking 106 29% 

Roads / paths condition deteriorating 78 22% 

Community safety  - ASB / crime/lack of police presence 68 19% 

Too much housing  being built / Not enough infrastructure 
and services to meet demand 66 18% 

Litter / cleanliness of local area / graffiti 52 14% 

High street / local area decline  42 12% 

Green spaces not maintained, lack of hedge and verge 
trimming 23 6% 

Pollution / environmental concerns 23 6% 

Insufficient public transport 21 6% 

Decline in public facilities / services 16 4% 

Infrastructure 16 4% 

Miss-spending money / bad value for money/ tax too high 16 4% 

Waste management 14 4% 

Not enough affordable housing / Too many houses becoming 
rented properties 13 4% 

Schools underfunded 12 3% 

Public transport 8 2% 

Customer service / communication with council 7 2% 

Social care and welfare cuts 4 1% 

Community spirit / happiness lost 3 1% 

Council does not represent local views 3 1% 

Disability access 1 0% 

Job opportunities 1 0% 

Child poverty 1 0% 

Miscellaneous 3 1% 
Base: Respondents who think South Gloucestershire has become a worse place to live in the last 2 

years (n = 362) 
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Net Satisfaction with the Council has improved significantly (+10%) in the last 

year. 

Table 21 Q17 “Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way South 
Gloucestershire Council runs things?” 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% Total  
difference vs. 
Jan 2019 

Base 967 376 1,342  

Total Satisfied 65% 67% 66% +5% 

Total dissatisfied 14% 13% 13% -5% 

Net Satisfaction Score 51% 54% 53% +10% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 20% 18% 20% -4% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Chart 3: Q17 by year 

 

 

This uplift is notable considering that satisfaction with council services and with the 

local area have both fallen. Satisfaction with our services appears to have only a 

small link with respondents’ satisfaction with the way the council runs things. And 

whilst satisfaction with the local area as a place to live does have a moderate impact 

on satisfaction with the council (e.g. 76% of those who are satisfied with the local 

area as a place to live are satisfied with the way the council runs things), the 

strongest relationship is with perceptions of value for money (96% who agree the 

council delivers value for money are satisfied with us).  
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Table 22 Q17 (Satisfaction with the way the council runs things) by Q14 (Satisfaction with local 

area) and Q18 (Value for money) 

  
Total 

Satisfaction with local area Value For Money 

Satisfaction 
with council 

Satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Dis-
satisfied Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree Disagree 

Base 970 761 94 106 457 288 185 

Satisfied 65% 76% 28% 18% 96% 48% 18% 

Neither 20% 15% 49% 28% 3% 41% 26% 

Dissatisfied 14% 8% 20% 53% 1% 9% 55% 

Base: Viewpoint Panel, weighted by age, gender and ethnicity (n = see individual columns) 

 

 
 
Perceptions of whether the council delivers value for money have significantly 
improved with the net value for money score increasing +9% to 26%. 
 
Table 23 Q18 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that South Gloucestershire Council 
provides value for money?” 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% Total difference 
vs. Jan 19 

Base 968 376 1,344  

Total Agree 47% 43% 46% +4% 

Total Disagree 19% 24% 20% -5% 

Net VFM Score 28% 19% 26% +9% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Chart 4 Q18 by year 

 

 

 

Just under half of residents (47%) feel they are kept informed about council 

services; an improvement of +6% from last year. 
                                                                                                                                 

Table 24 Q19a “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about the services it provides?” 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% difference to 
2019 

Base 958 364 1,322  

Total Agree 49% 44% 47% +6% 

Total Disagree 21% 26% 22% -11% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Chart 5: Q19a by year 

 
 
 
 
There has been a similar degree of improvement in the proportion of respondents 
who feel they are kept informed about changes (48%; an increase of 5 percentage 
points from last year) 
 
Table 25 Q19b To what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about any proposals for change? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% difference 
to 2019 

Base 959 364 1,323  

Total Agree 48% 47% 48% +5% 

Total Disagree 25% 26% 26% -8% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Chart 6: Q19b by year 

 

 

50% of respondents disagree that they can influence local decisions, and only 

17% agree, which represents no significant change from last year. 

 
Table 26 Q19c To what extent do you agree or disagree that: I can influence decisions 
affecting my local area  

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% difference 
to 2019 

Base 951 354 1,305  

Total Agree 17% 17% 17% -1% 

Total Disagree 51% 46% 50% -1% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Chart 7 Q19c by year 

 
 
 
 
There has been an increase of +6% in the proportion of respondents who feel the 
council does a great deal or fair amount to act on the concerns of local residents, 
though this still only accounts for 39% of participants, whilst a greater proportion 
(46%) feel that the council does not very much or nothing at all. 
 
Table 27 Q20 To what extent do you think the council acts on the concerns of local residents? 

  Viewpoint Residents Total 
% difference 
to 2019 

Base 963 366 1,329  

A great deal 4% 4% 4% +2% 

A fair amount 34% 39% 35% +4% 

Not very much 38% 33% 37% 0% 

Not at all 9% 9% 9% -2% 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Chart 8 Q20 by year 
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Survey Respondent Profile: 

Information about respondents is collected as part of consultation survey. This 
information is used to better understand the views of people participating in the 
consultation and to inform the council’s equalities duty. 
 
This information has been used to understand how the views of people participating 
differ depending on where they live, who they are and which services they use. 
Significant differences between respondent types have been highlighted in the 
equalities report. 
 
The tables below provide a breakdown of the gender, age and ethnicity profile of 
respondents, where this information was supplied. 
 
 
 
Table 28 Q21. “Are you responding as?” 

 

Base: Resident survey (n=375) 

 

Table 29: Q23 Gender 

Type of 
respondent  

Viewpoint Residents Total SGC population 

Base 946 361 1,307 262,767 

Female 50% 48% 49% 50% 

Male 49% 50% 50% 50% 

Prefer not to 
say 

1% 2% 1% 
N/A 

 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns),  

SGC population source: ONS 2011 Census 

  

 Number: % 

A local resident 371 99% 

A voluntary, community sector organisation 0 0% 

A parish or town council 0 0% 

A local business 0 0% 

Other 4 1% 
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Table 30 Q24. Age:  

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents Total 
South 

Gloucestershire  

Base 946 365 1,311 262,767 

16 - 34 28% 7% 22% 29% 

35 – 44 18% 9% 15% 18% 

45 – 64 32% 35% 33% 33% 

65+ 20% 47% 27% 21% 

Prefer not to say 3% 2% 3% N/A 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Table 31 Q27 Ethnicity:  

 Type of respondent 
Viewpoint Residents Total 

SGC 
population 

Base 946 362 1,308 262,767 

BAME 5% 7% 6% 5% 

White British 89% 90% 89% 95% 

Prefer not to say 6% 3% 5% N/A 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns)  

 

Table 32: Q26 Council Tax band 

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total 
SGC 

Households* 

Base 961 358 961 11,750  

A 4% 4% 4% 11% 

B 14% 16% 15% 30% 

C 16% 22% 18% 24% 

D 34% 27% 32% 18% 

E 10% 10% 10% 10% 

F 5% 4% 5% 5% 

G 2% 3% 2% 2% 

H 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Don't know 9% 10% 9% N/A 

Prefer not to say 5% 4% 4% N/A 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) *Source: Valuation office agency, 2019 
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Table 33 Q25 Disability                                                                                                                                 

  
Viewpoint 
(before 
weighting) 

Residents Total 
SGC 

population 

Base 946 365 1,311 262,767 

No 83% 76% 81% 84% 

Total Yes 13% 16% 15% 167% 

Prefer not to say 4% 4% 4%  N/A 

Yes - Physical impairment, such as 
difficulty using arms or mobility issues 
which may mean using a wheelchair or 
crutches 

N/A 

9% 

N/A 

 

Yes - Sensory impairment such as being 
blind/ having serious visual impairment, 
or being deaf/ having a serious hearing 
impairment 

N/A 

2% 

N/A 

 

Yes - Mental health condition, such as 
depression, anxiety or schizophrenia 

N/A 
3% 

N/A 

 

Yes - Learning disability/ difficulty (such 
as Down's Syndrome, dyslexia, 
dyspraxia) or cognitive impairment 
(such as autistic spectrum disorder) 

N/A 

2% 

N/A 

 

Yes - Long standing illness or health 
condition, such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, 
chronic heart disease or epilepsy 

N/A 

9% 

 

 

Yes - Other (please state) N/A 1% N/A  

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Table 34: Q28 Sexual orientation 

 
Total 
  

UK 
population* 

Base 1,320  

Lesbian, Gay or Bisexual 3% 4% 

Heterosexual 80% 93% 

Other 2% 1% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 15% 2% 

Base: All respondents (n=1,320) *Source: National Annual population survey 2017 
 

Table 35: Q29 “Do you identify as Transgender?” 

 Total 
UK 

population* 

Base 1,320  

Yes 0% 1% 

No 88% 88% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 9% 11% 

Base: All respondents (n=1,320) *Source: National Annual population survey 2017 
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Table 36: Q30 Religion 

 
Total 
  

SGC population 

 1,320 262,767 

Buddhist 0% 0% 

Christian 54% 60% 

Hindu 1% 1% 

Jewish 0% 0% 

Muslim 0% 1% 

Sikh 0% 0% 

Any other religion 1% 0% 

No religion 31% 
38% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 13% 

Base: All respondents (n=1,320) 
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Other Representations to the Consultation 

 

7 emails, 0 letters and 0 telephone calls were received regarding the consultation 

 

Table 37: Email responses 

Type of Respondent Email content 

Local Resident I would like to comment on the budget plans- the weblink didn’t 

seem to link so I’m emailing.  

I would like to see the Climate and ecological emergency referred 

to in the budget and properly funded as an urgent emergency. 

The focus on roads needs to be on urgently reducing petrol/ 

diesel cars and increasing public transport and active green 

travel. 

Local Resident I have some concerns about the consultation questionnaire which 

you have sent me (14th   Oct 2019) 

As I began to complete it I realised, from the way the questions 

are set, that it is likely that the Council may use the results of this 

survey to justify not living up to their responsibilities.  When the 

libraries close or when I have a problem with a service and I am 

no longer able to speak to anything other than a computer, the 

excuse will be that “the public did not consider this service to be 

a priority” 

The council is responsible for delivering all these services and no 

excuse can be allowed for them to pick and choose.  I know its 

difficult in these days of cuts and rising costs but that is there job.  

It may require creative management and energetic problem 

solving, but they have to find a way. 

I will not therefore be completing this questionnaire and will 

consider the Council held to account to deliver all these services. 

Local Resident Dear Sirs 

I would like to take part in the Council Tax Survey for 2020/21 
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Siston Parish Council Dear Sir or Madam 

Siston Parish Council views the need to reconsider Council policy 

and procedures regarding care of trees throughout its community 

as an urgent priority.   

Failure to recognise the need for certain trees and hedgerows on 

council owned land to be attended to prior to the growing season 

results in widespread public discontent and anger.   

The need to ensure appropriate budgetary provision for this front 

line service to be resumed is considered to be of extreme 

importance. 

Local resident Thank you for your documents requesting the survey of South 
Gloucestershire Council and tax 2020 - 2021 
 
However there are several points which I would draw to your 
attention over the performance of Southglos. 
 
1 Going back several years to the plot adjacent to the Stokers 
Public House, which used to be a tennis court and planning 
permission was obtained for two bungalows. Bungalows are single 
story properties. The builder proceeded to build into the roof with 
substantial construction elements and roof lights. 
The public site meeting discussed the totally enlarged 
development following local complaints. I was a Stoke Gifford 
councillor at the time and pointed out that the Building Inspector 
should have picked this up very early on in the build process, but 
failed in his duty. Subsequently "Retrospective Permission" was 
given. 
It is a known fact that all developers and builders know South Glos 
will do this, so they take advantage. There are several  examples 
of this practice. 
 
2. I understand the councils own Environmental procedures have 
been overruled in the case of Crest Nicholson and their Harry 
Stoke planning application for high rise buildings in this ancient 
village, entirely out of keeping with the local landscape and the 
local residents objections. Developers should not be driving the 
councils planning dept.  
 
3. Bristol and South Glos are the only local authority to undertake 
the Metro Project, which is grossly over budget and the additional 
money has to be found?? The suggested savings in road 
maintenance over the next ten years was proposed. 
 
However:: 
4 The A4171 junction for Frenchay and Hambrook has been 
rebuilt at least five times in four years. Getting it RIGHT FIRST 
TIME should be a priority with public tax payers money. 
 
5. I now see further retrospective work taking place on the 
Sainsbury/MOD roundabout, which must be the third time work 
has taken place in as many years after the disaster of the original 
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scheme alongside the Sainsbury, severely running over time and 
budget several years ago. 
 
6. The fiasco of the massive road building scheme for the 
Metrobus at Aztec roundabout was really over time and 
definitely over budget and all due to lack of information about 
underground services which South Glos had not obtained from the 
utility services over the years, even though South Glos is the 
Highways Authority. 
 
And: 
7. The really big error is the public statement regarding the Crest 
Nicholson development that "the overhead power lines would be 
under grounded". I pointed out at the time in the public meeting 
that the power company or developers would not pay for this type 
of work. It looks like I was correct because there is no plans to 
carry out this disastrous project. The separation needed between 
development under the power lines would be similar to that 
required for the under ground services. 
 
These are just a few of the projects that have come to my notice, 
that proves in many cases the South Glos is "not fit for purpose". 
The answer I get when discussing the enormous salaries of senior 
staff is "We have to pay the high rate to get the best people" . I 
and many tax payers do not consider the best people are 
employed by the Council. 
 
Residents completing this survey will on the whole give SGC a 
poor rating if they are truthful. 
 

 

Local resident The budget needs to take into consideration the value of Public 

Rights of Way, Open Spaces and other access related 

departments. 

It has been proved that access to countryside or any open space 

is beneficial to physical and mental health, contributing to the 

well being of residents and thus decreasing the load on the 

National Health Service, GPs and other Care Systems. 

Adequate and well maintained footpaths, bridleways and cycle 

tracks assist in access to the outdoors and also decrease 

dependence on motorised transport. 

An increase in the number of multi-use paths would benefit all 

users, including disabled users leading to an increase in health 

promoting activities. 

There are several thousand horse riders in South Gloucestershire 

caring for up to 8,000 horses (Figure from Rights of Way 

Improvement Plan). The latest estimate is that each horse costs 

approximately £2,300 to keep. Most of this enters the local 
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economy through livery fees, feed merchants, farriers, dentists, 

tack shops, forage providers (farmers),therapists and vets. 

This equates to a staggering £18,400,000. Surely some provision 

can be made to help keep these horses off the roads to increase 

the safety of horses,riders and car drivers. 

Road side multi use paths would be of great benefit to horse 

riders who are forced to use the increasingly crowded and 

dangerous roads to access the inadequate bridleway network. 

In addition they would encourage an increase in cycling to 

improve South Gloucestershire's figures and decrease traffic 

pollution. 

To sum up, putting resources into all forms of access 

improvement will bring benefits to health, well being and safety 

and decrease traffic pollution. 

MONEY WELL SPENT 

Yate Town Council 1.  Social Care Precept - we welcome the relaxation of 

controls but consider the continuing restrictions, limiting this 

consultation to only social care, undermines the notion of local 

councils being accountable to their electors. Local communities 

should be empowered to set local taxation levels for all services.  

Given the government now contributes less than half the 

spending by the local authority (even including all the schools’ 

money), it really should be a local democratic decision how much 

is raised and spent, not a central government instruction. 

Conservative approaches to less government and local 

empowerment should surely point in that direction.  

 

2. We object to the way in which South Gloucestershire 

Council has reduced the funding it is passing on to Parish Councils 

- particularly at a time when we are being put under increasing 

pressure to pick up the provision of services as South 

Gloucestershire cuts back on services.  

 

3. Service cuts - We oppose the service and grant cuts 

contained in this budget. We are seeing the direct impacts of 

consultations on cutting finance to voluntary sector. The 

voluntary sector is crucial and offers real value for money. So far, 

town councils like ours have done our best to pick up the pieces 

resulting from your cuts, but we cannot continue to pick up the 
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pieces for South Gloucestershire.  The cuts being proposed are 

too long to enumerate, but we wish to object to the cuts and, in 

particular, the cuts that affect the most vulnerable (children, 

adults, education and social services), and that affect safety 

(highway and community). These frontline services should be 

protected.  

 

4. Omissions - We cannot see that you are budgeting in a 

way that will enable you to deliver zero carbon within the 

timescales needed. This will undermine the all-party commitment 

to deliver zero carbon.  

 

5. Council Tax Reduction Scheme. The use of the language 

of ‘customer’ for residents paying council tax seems rather odd. 

We are deeply concerned at the notion that all working age 

households will pay some council tax under the proposals being 

consulted on, even where they used to get 100% rebate. We are 

seeing growing numbers of residents forced to rely on the 

foodbank, yet you are planning to charge them at least 20% of 

the Council tax bill for their property.  For a family on an income 

of under £120 a week, in a band D house, that would mean 5-10% 

of their income. That means going without food for those people 

- so even people on University Credit maximum will still be 

charged 20% of the Council tax. This is taxing poverty.  

In line with your consultation responses, we consider there 

should be a capacity to backdate council tax reduction claims - at 

the moment of loss of income, people are not necessarily going 

to think of everything, and it takes time to get advice on what to 

do such as claiming CTR (and with cuts to CAB funding this is 

going to get worse in terms of access to advice). 
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Appendix: copy of surveys 

A. Copy of Residents and viewpoint survey
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B. Copy of Organisations survey
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C. Copy of Young People’s survey
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