
Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   1 
 
 

 

 

Budget and Council 
Savings Plan 2021 - 22 

Consultation Output Report 

South Gloucestershire Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:  Corporate Research & Consultation Team 
Date:   January 2021  



Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   2 
 
 

CONTENTS 
 
 

Key Findings        3 

Consultation methodology and response     8 

Council Tax Options       11 

Council Transformation & Savings Plan    17 

Priorities for core activities              24 

Potential schemes to support vulnerable residents  28 

Trust in the council       31 

Council Services        35 

Perceptions of the council and the local area   38 

Survey Respondent profile      47 

Responses received from other organisations   51 

Other Representations       57 

Appendix – copy of surveys      62 

 

 

 

This report was produced by South Gloucestershire Council’s Corporate Research & 
Consultation Team. 
 
Further information about this report is available from the Research & Consultation 
Manager:  
     01454 868550 
     consultation@southglos.gov.uk   
     www.southglos.gov.uk  
    South Gloucestershire Council, Environment and Community Services, PO Box 
299, Corporate Research & Consultation Team, Civic Centre, High Street, 
Kingswood, Bristol, BS15 0DR 
  



Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   3 
 
 

Key Findings 

 
The extent to which COVID and residents’ associated feelings and perceptions has 
impacted on the responses provided is not known making it challenging to place 
significant reliance on the year-on-year comparisons made.  This will be kept under 
review in forthcoming budget consultations as post COVID trends become apparent.   
 

Council Tax Options 
 
Two different versions of the Council Tax question were asked, due to an increase of 
1% in the potential Adult Social Care precept amount that was announced by 
government partway through the consultation period. 
 
Responses to the original version of the question: 

 Overall, the majority of respondents (65%) were in favour of some level of 
council tax increase in 2021/22 (3% lower than last year). 
 

 Option B, an increase of 1.99% to council tax, was the most preferred option 
(by 37% of residents vs. 30% for a freeze and 28% for a 3.99% rise). 
 

Responses to the updated version of the question: 
 Overall, the majority of respondents (70%) were in favour of some level of 

council tax increase in 2021/22 (2% higher than last year). 
 

 Option B; an increase of 1.99% to council tax, was still the most preferred 
option (by 39% of residents, with option A, a 4.99% increase, was the second 
most preferred option at 31%. 
 

A question asking whether respondents would support a council tax rise greater than 
3.99% was removed partway through the consultation, as the government clarified 
the increases that would be permitted. 

The remaining findings are based on all respondents. 

 There was no consensus on whether an increase in council tax would be 
more amenable if the additional funds were ring-fenced for a specific service, 
with 34% of respondents agreeing but 35% disagreeing  
 

 If the increase in council tax was to be ring-fenced, the preference was for it to 
be for people-based services such as adult social care/older people (19%), 
education/early years (17%), and social care for children and young people 
(11%). 
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Council Transformation and Savings Plan   

2021 - 2022 

 43% of respondents felt that the reductions to Children, Adults and Health 
were ‘about right’, compared to 28% who felt they were too much and 13% 
saying they were too little.  

 
 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 11% who thought they were too little. 

 
 44% of respondents felt that the savings to Chief Executive & Corporate 

Resources were too little, compared to 28% who felt they were about right 
and 12% who felt they were too much. 
 

 Respondent comments focussed on opposition to further cuts/calls for more 
investment (115 comments, 44%), with a third of those mentioning the fact 
that schools and children’s services are already underfunded (32 comments). 
 

 Where cuts were supported in the comments, the most common reason given 
was a perception that the council currently wastes money and resources (22 
comments). 
 

 The deterioration of roads and pathways was listed as the main way that the 
reductions in council spending have impacted respondents over the past ten 
years (152 comments, 24%) 

 

Next 5 – 10 Years 

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

 Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more 
efficient ways of working (88% agreement) 

 Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings (87% 
agreement) 

 Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies (83% agreement) 

 Targeting resources on the most vulnerable and people most in need (72% 
agreement) 

 Using digital technology more widely to support the delivery of services (71% 
agreement) 

The least favoured approaches continue to be increasingly unpopular, with 
decreases in support this year following on from decreases last year: 
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 Reducing the quality of some services provided (16% support vs. 
disagreement at 60%) 

 Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies (19% 
agreement vs. 56% disagreement, which is 6% more disagreement than last 
year 

 Scaling back or stop providing some services (24% agreement vs. 47% 
disagreement) 
 

Priorities for core activities  
 

 ‘We will clean streets and maintain roads effectively’ is jointly rated as the 
overall priority with a weighted average of 16% of respondents rating it highly, 
alongside ‘We will work to eliminate child poverty across South 
Gloucestershire’ (16%).  
 

 ‘We will raise educational outcomes’ had a weighted average of 15% of 
respondents rating it as a high priority, and ‘We will support all children and 
young people in maintaining positive mental health and wellbeing’ was listed 
as a high priority by 14% of respondents.  
 

Potential schemes to support vulnerable residents 

 62% of respondents said they would not be willing to pay more Council Tax if 
the increase was used to help residents on low incomes 
 

 55% of respondents supported the idea of introducing a voluntary contribution 
scheme to provide additional funding towards the council plan commitment 
‘Creating the Best Start in Life for Our Children and Young People’ 
 

 In contrast, 42% of respondents said they would consider making a 
contribution to a voluntary scheme 
 

 By far the most frequent reason for people to not consider contributing is 
personal financial hardship meaning they could not afford to (232 
comments, 21%). 
 

 Respondents who were happy to contribute mainly cited the need to support 
children and young people, as they are vital and should be a priority 
(123 comments, 16%).  
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Trust in the council 
 The majority of respondents (52%) agreed that the council can be relied on to 

consistently deliver services 
 

 There were declining levels of agreement for the other four statements, with 
only 30% of respondents agreeing that the council works collaboratively with 
other organisations and the public.   

 

Satisfaction with council services 
 On average there has been a -2% fall in Net Satisfaction across services, with 

most services seeing a decline in their scores. This follows on from a -6% 
decline in satisfaction the previous year.  
 

 The highest levels of Net Satisfaction are for waste and recycling services 
(66% Net Satisfaction, up 2% on last year), followed by parks and open 
spaces (64% Net Satisfaction, down 7% on last year). 
 

 The lowest levels of Net Satisfaction are for planning (-21% Net Satisfaction, 
down 13% on last year), followed by highways roads (-10% Net Satisfaction, 
up 4% on last year). This means that there are more customers dissatisfied 
with these services than there are satisfied.  
 

 Some services have made a partial recovery from last year’s decreases in Net 
Satisfaction Score, with improved satisfaction in Care for physically disabled 
and those with learning difficulties (+4%), children’s social services (+7%), 
Highways/roads (+4%), schools (+14%), and welfare and council tax 
reduction (+3%, however this only partially recovers the -14% drop last year). 
 

 A number of services continue to see a second year of falling Net Satisfaction: 
Customer services e.g. One Stop Shop (-12%), Environmental health and 
trading standards (-6%), Housing Advice Services (-7%), Planning (-13% 
following on from -14% last year), Sport and leisure facilities (-8%), and Free 
car parking (-1%).  

 

Perceptions of the council and local area 

 The majority of respondents are satisfied with their local area (79%) 
 

 Most residents (59%, down -2% on last year) think that South Gloucestershire 
has stayed the same in the last two years, 30% believe it is worse and 8% 
think it is better. 
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 The most frequent reason for respondents to consider that the area has 
worsened in the last two years is too many new houses, and the area has 
become crowded without adequate infrastructure (123 comments, 17%). 
 

 Net Satisfaction with the council has reduced significantly compared to last 
year, falling -13% to 40%. However, this comes after a +10% increase in net 
satisfaction last year 
 

 36% of respondents agree that the council delivers value for money and 25% 
disagree, meaning the net value for money score has decreased by -15% to 
11%.  
 

 Over half of respondents (59%) feel they are kept informed about council 
services; an improvement of +12% from last year. 
 

 There has been a similar degree of improvement in the proportion of 
respondents who feel they are kept informed about changes (52%; an 
increase of 4 percentage points from last year which was in turn 5 percentage 
points better than the year before). 
 

 51% of respondents disagree that they can influence local decisions, and only 
14% agree, which is 3 percentage points lower than last year.  
 

 There has been a decrease of -4% in the proportion of respondents who feel 
the council does a great deal or fair amount to act on the concerns of local 
residents to 35%  

Equalities 

 Given the disproportionate impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic on people from 
BAME background nationally, the consultation findings are consistent with 
national patterns showing a shift towards dissatisfaction this year in terms 
of BAME feedback and this is clearly apparent from the data. Further 
analysis will be undertaken in this area.  
 

 For more detail of the differences in results for BAME respondents seen in 
this year’s budget survey, please refer to the accompanying EqIAA. This gives 
more information about the topics where satisfaction is lower for BAME 
people (Public Health, schools, South Gloucestershire as a place to live, how 
the council runs things, whether the council provides value for money, 
whether the council keeps me informed about services, the ability to influence 
decisions in the local area, whether the council acts on concerns of local 
residents).   
 

 The EqIAA also outlines where results differ for people with other protected 
characteristics.  
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Consultation Purpose, Methodology and Response 

Purpose 

 

The council has a duty to consult local taxpayers 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 5,000 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) 
 

 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 2021-22 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: 
 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/budget 

 

The consultation period ran from 12th October 2020 until 3rd January 2021. 
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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 rate was similar to last year’s overall, although this year we had 
more responses from members of the public via the general consultation and fewer 
responses from members of the Viewpoint citizen’s panel.  
 
Table 1: Survey sample and response rate 

Method Surveys 
returned 

Surveys 
dispatched 

Response 
rate 

Resident survey  
(mailed out & available online) 

612 5000 households Not available 

Viewpoint citizens panel 775 2,268 34% 

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%.  
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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. 
 
This year there were two different versions of the Council Tax question asked, due to 
an increase of 1% in the potential Adult Social Care precept amount that was 
announced by government partway through the consultation period. 
 
Question 7 of the public consultation survey, which asks which council tax option 
residents would prefer, was therefore amended to reflect the new potential funding 
levels:  
 
Original question 7: 

 
 
New, amended question 7: 

 
 
542 respondents answered the old question 7 before it was amended.  
 
Question 10 was also removed from the revised public consultation survey, as it 
asked about opinion on a potential council tax increase if the government 
hypothetically relaxed limits. The government announcement clarified those limits, 
therefore the question was no longer required.  
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Question 10: 

 
 
The Viewpoint survey launched just after the government announcement, therefore 
only the new question 7 was included in Viewpoint, and question 10 was excluded.  
 
In this report, results are reported separately for both versions of question 7, to fully 
reflect respondent opinion according to the survey they were responding to at the 
time.  
 
Original question 7:  

 
 
Responses to the original question 7 
 
Option B (an increase of 1.99% to council tax) was the most preferred option, 
selected by 37% of respondents. This was followed by Option C (freeze council tax 
at the current level), selected by 30% of respondents.  

The council’s preferred option A, increase council tax by 3.99%, was selected by 
28% of respondents.  

Table 2 Original Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” – ORIGINAL Q7 

 
 

Base: Respondents to the original Q7 in the public consultation survey (n = 542) 

Base size 542

Option 1: 3.99% increase in council tax 28%

Option 2: 1.99% increase in council tax 37%

Option 3: Freeze council tax at current level 30%

No preference 3%

Don't know 1%

Type of respondent Total
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The Council Tax band of the respondent did not significantly affect responses to this 
question. Preference for the highest increase (option A) is driven by those in council 
Tax Band F (38%) but had the least support from those in tax band G (17%) and H 
(0%).  

Table 3 Original Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” by Tax Band – 
ORIGINAL Q7 

 

Base: Respondents to the original Q7 in the public consultation survey who provided their council tax 

band (n = 542) 

*Caution- very low base size 

Responses to the amended question 7 
 
Option B (an increase of 1.99% to council tax) was still the most preferred option 
in the updated question 7, and attracted a slightly larger proportion of responses 
than the original version, at 39%. 

However, in this updated version, Option A (increase council tax by 4.99%) was 
the second most popular choice with 31% of responses.  

This was followed by Option C (freeze council tax at the current level), selected 
by 26% of respondents.  

Table 4 Updated Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” – UPDATED Q7 

 
 

Base: Respondents to the updated Q7 in the public consultation survey and Viewpoint survey (n = 
778) 

Once again, the Council Tax band of the respondent did not significantly affect 
responses to this question. Preference for the highest increase (option A) is driven 
by those in council Tax Bands D (38%) and G (39%), and had the least support from 

A B C D E F G H

Base 542 17 88 89 158 64 24 12 2*

Option 1: 3.99% increase in council tax 28% 29% 25% 28% 30% 30% 38% 17% 0%

Option 2: 1.99% increase in council tax 37% 41% 30% 33% 46% 42% 33% 33% 50%

Option 3: Freeze council tax at current level 30% 29% 39% 36% 22% 25% 29% 50% 50%

No preference/don't know 4% 0% 10% 8% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Total
Which council tax band are you in?

Base size 778

Option 1: 4.99% increase in council tax 31%

Option 2: 1.99% increase in council tax 39%

Option 3: Freeze council tax at current level 26%

No preference 2%

Don't know 2%

Type of respondent Total
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those in tax and H (15%), although this is based on a very small number of 
respondents (n=9).   

Table 5: Q7 “Which of the following options would you prefer?” by Tax Band – UPDATED Q7 

 

Base: Respondents to the updated Q7 in the public consultation survey and Viewpoint survey who 
provided their council tax band (n = 778) 

*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. There was no clear 
consensus on this question, and roughly equal numbers of respondents agreed 
and disagreed (34% agreed vs. 35% who disagreed). 

Table 6 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?” 

 

Base: All respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Respondents were asked the following: if they would prefer the council tax increase 
to be ring-fenced for a specific service, which service would they want this funding to 
go towards?  

The most frequent responses were related to people-based services, for example 
adult social care/older people (113 comments, 19%), education/early years (99 
comments, 17%), and social care for children and young people (61 comments, 
11%).  

A B C D E F G H

Base 778 12 120 144 218 65 33 26 9*

Option 1: 4.99% increase in council tax 31% 31% 33% 23% 38% 34% 34% 39% 15%

Option 2: 1.99% increase in council tax 39% 39% 33% 41% 38% 45% 32% 36% 50%

Option 3: Freeze council tax at current level 26% 26% 33% 36% 23% 20% 31% 21% 31%

No preference/don't know 4% 0% 10% 8% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Total
Which council tax band are you in?

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total

Base size: 771 592 1,363

Strongly agree 12% 12% 12%

Tend to agree 21% 23% 22%

Neither agree nor 

disagree
31% 30% 31%

Tend to disagree 19% 17% 18%

Strongly disagree 16% 18% 17%
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The first ‘place-based’ response was roads, with 50 comments (9%).   

 
 

 
 

 

 

Table 7 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?” 

 

Base: Respondents responding to question 9 (n=580) 

The original public consultation survey (before it was amended to reflect the updated 
funding option from government) asked whether respondents would support or 
oppose a council tax rise greater than 3.99% should the government allow it 
(question 10).   

Theme Number of comments % of comments

Adult Social Care / older people 113 19%

Education / early years 99 17%

Social Care - Children and Young People 61 11%

Roads 50 9%

Health, including mental health 34 6%

Environment - general 27 5%

Poverty / deprivation 25 4%

No opinion  / don't want an increase 25 4%

Miscellaneous comments 20 3%

Emergency Services 15 3%

Streetcare 13 2%

Public Transport / Buses 12 2%

Infrastructure 12 2%

Waste and recycling 11 2%

Community services 11 2%

Shouldn’t ring fence the money 11 2%

Environment - Climate Change 10 2%

Need more info to make a decision 6 1%

Housing 5 1%

Clean up the local area 5 1%

Parks and open spaces 4 1%

Housing / affordable housing 3 1%

Libraries 3 1%

Employment 2 0.3%

Safe and Strong Communities 1 0.2%

Decide based on a public consultation 1 0.2%

Free car parking 1 0.2%

“Education - our children are the country's future.” 
 

“Road maintenance and support for the vulnerable.” 

“Safeguarding elderly and vulnerable people.” 
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Results are reported here for completeness; however the updated version of the 
public consultation survey and the Viewpoint survey reflected the fact that the 
government clarified funding arrangements partway through the consultation period, 
and therefore question 10 was removed.  

69% of respondents opposed a rise of greater than 3.99%. Only 18% were in 
support, and 13% neither supported nor opposed.  

The majority of opposition was driven by respondents selecting ‘strongly oppose’ 
(48%), and only 8% of respondents selected ‘strongly support’.  
 

Table 8 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%? 

 

Base: Respondents to the original Q10 in the public consultation survey (n = 570) 

 

 

  

Respondents

Base size: 570

Strongly support 8%

Somewhat support 10%

Neither support nor oppose 13%

Somewhat oppose 21%

Strongly oppose 48%
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Council Transformations and Savings Plan 

 

The next year 
 
Respondents were asked to consider the proposed savings for 2021-22 by 
department.  
 
43% of respondents felt that the reductions to Children, Adults and Health were 
‘about right’, compared to 28% who felt they were too much and 13% saying they 
were too little.  
 
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 11% who thought they were too little. 
 
Conversely, 44% of respondents felt that the savings to Chief Executive & 
Corporate Resources was too little, compared to 28% who felt it was about right 
and 12% who felt it was too much. 
 
Table 9 Q2 “Looking at the information in the consultation document, how do you feel about 
the proposed amount of savings by department?” 

 
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 further cuts or calls for more 
investment (115 comments, 44%). Nearly a third of those (32 comments, 28%) 
related to the fact that services related to schools and children are already 
underfunded and need more money.   
 
There were also a number of comments related to the fact that ECS services 
should be protected from cuts (20 mentions, 17%), with the other services being 
singled out as needing protection from cuts being health (12 comments, 10%), social 
care (12 comments, 10%), roads (7 comments, 6%) and CAH in general (7 
comments, 6%).  

Respondents Base 

size

Far too 

little

Slightly 

too little

About right Slightly 

too much

Far too 

much

Don't know

Children, Adults & Health (£2.0m 
or 1.4% of department budget)

1343 4% 9% 43% 13% 15% 15%

Environment & Community 
Services (£2.4m or 5.6% of 

department budget)
1342 3% 9% 41% 19% 14% 15%

Chief Executive & Corporate 

Resources and Central Items 
(£0.2m or 0.3% of department 

budget)

1345 24% 20% 28% 7% 5% 17%
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Following this, there were a number of comments supporting cuts and efficiencies 
(49 comments, 17% of total). The most common theme was the fact that the council 
wastes money/resources (22 comments, 42% of this type of comment). This was 
followed by 13 comments suggesting that the council should cut staff and/or 
salaries (27%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26 comments suggested that residents needed more information in order to make an 
informed decision on cuts (9% of total comments). There were 33 different 
comments making suggestions as to how the council could make savings or 
increase funding, ranging from reducing office space and selling off resources (8 
comments) and increasing front line staff while reducing management (7 comments) 
to chasing unpaid council tax and increasing rents (one comment each).  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“How can you cut the biggest chunk from the Environment services budget 
when climate change is the single largest problem we face as a global 
community? Cutting 0.3% of the chief executive budget is tokenisation you 
say the least. These figures should be reversed, with little to nothing being 
taken from the top 2 categories and the biggest chunk from the third.” 

“Children, adults and health covers our children's education. We need to stop 
making cuts here. Teachers are under enough pressure as it is without dealing 
with funding cuts and trying to fund items from their own pockets to the 
benefit of their classes. Without this funding, it gets passed to parents to cover 
and that isn't always possible.” 

“CEO and all those earning over £50k should really be taking pay cut 
in line with the private sector to help with the COVID costs.” 
 

“Now everybody has learned how to work from home, offices space should be reduced 
which will save money. Saves on volume of traffic, saves on pollution, improves us being 
in the Digital age and push the government to do even more on Broadband.” 
” 

“Savings should start at the top leaving more 
money on the ground to run the services.” 
” 
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Table 10 Q3 If you have any comments on the proposed savings by department please let us 
know: 

 
Base: respondents leaving comments to Q3 (n=263) 

 

Theme Number of comments % of comments

Against further cuts/need more investment 115 44%

Service underfunded/needs more investment - Schools and children 32

ECS should be protected from cuts/receive more investment 20

Don't make any cuts 12

Service underfunded/needs more investment - Health 12

Service underfunded/needs more investment - Social care 11

Service underfunded/needs more investment - Roads 7

CAH should be protected from cuts/receive more investment 7

Should be helping vulnerable people more 8

Need to focus on climate issues/pollution 4

Waste services cuts too big 1

Already been too many cuts 1

For further cuts/more efficiencies 49 19%

Council wastes money/resources 22

Should cut staff/salaries 13

CECR could have more cuts/want more info on department function 7

Council should do their job better/be more efficient 4

Any cuts are good 3

Suggestions for money saving/increased funding 33 13%

Should move locations/reduce office space/sell resources 8

Need more front line staff / reduce management costs 7

Need departmental efficiency (work smarter) 3

Should cut planning service 3

Should increase Council Tax 2

Reduce public sector pension funds 2

Could share services with other councils 2

Reduce outsourcing services 2

Should charge more for services 1

Pay freeze 1

Should chase unpaid council tax 1

Could increase rents 1

General comments 66 25%

Need more information to make an informed decision 26

Government should increase council funding 6

Streetcare/public areas not maintained 6

Miscellaneous comments 6

Aware of difficulties facing the council 3

Council tax is too high 3

Need to protect front line services/workers 3

Executive level too involved 2

Need to create a more resilient community 2

Little/no consultation on changes 1

Concerned by negative effects of cuts long term 1

Management should lead the way for savings 1

Departments should have similar % as each other 1

Request for new Sort It Centre (South) 1

Don't close public toilets 1

Reinvest money back into community 1

Need to assess risks of cuts 1

Should cut foreign aid 1
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Cumulative Impact  
 
Respondents were asked to tell us about how the council’s reductions in spending 
over the last ten years has impacted them and their community, if at all.  
 
Similar to last year, the most frequent comment was around the deterioration of 
roads/paths (24% of all comments, 152 individual mentions).  
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
119 comments related to the fact that respondents had felt no or little impact (19%), 
and 79 comments referenced the fact that services have been reduced (12%).  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“The roads have not been looked after. There are too many 
potholes. Dangerous for cycles and cars.” 

“The pavements in my area are treacherous; as a disabled person using a 
rollator I have to walk in the road as the potholes and uneven pavement 
are dangerous. In the 19 years of living here they have never been 
resurfaced while the roads have been done several times…” 
 

“Bins should be emptied weekly, especially during the summer months. 
Libraries have only been saved by volunteers but are vital during a 
pandemic. Road surfaces and paths have deteriorated and there is more 
fly tipping on country roads.” 
.” 

“No impact on me personally, I'm not sure about the 
local community as a whole.” 
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Table 11 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” 

 
Base: Respondents answering Q4 (n=640) 

 

 
 
  

Theme Number of mentions

Deterioration of roads / paths 152

No or little impact 119

Services have been reduced (library, bus, waste, care) 79

There are less resources for schools / schools need more funding 43

Lack of street cleaning / increasing litter/graffiti 38

Green spaces neglected / more fly tipping 21

Lack of social care / worse pressure on health service 16

Increase in Council Tax 15

Pay for more services than before / increased cost of services 14

Lack of policing in local area / increase in ASB or crime 12

General decline in local area 11

Positive impact on community and services 11

Miscellaneous comments 10

Bad planning decisions 10

Worse quality of service 9

Traffic worsening 8

Not enough / poor street lighting 7

Wasting money/resources 7

Council staff over-worked / staff shortages 7

Unsure / don’t know 6

Waste services are poor 4

Lack of care for vulnerable / elderly 4

No growth in infrastructure for extra population 3

Isolation / mental health decline 3

Fly tipping / recycling clean up is good 3

Communal / public areas not maintained 3

Lack of small grants for clubs, societies 3

Infrastructure suffered from lack of funding 3

Services now run by volunteers 2

Negative impact on the community 2

Increasing poverty levels / effect on most vulnerable 2

Not enough parking / enforcement of parking restrictions 2

Council staff paid too much 2

Council cuts have caused stress 2

Increase in digital technology 2

Slower response from council / councillors / harder to contact 1

Too many roadworks 1

Removing council buildings in Thornbury was negative 1

Council not enforcing traffic rules 1

Lack of consultation with public on asset transfer 1
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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: 

 Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more 
efficient ways of working; 88% agreement, 3% disagreement 
 

 Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings; 87% 
agreement, 3% disagreement 
 

 Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies; 83% agreement, 6% disagreement 
 

 Targeting resources on the most vulnerable and people most in need; 72% 
agreement, 13% disagreement  
 

 Using digital technology more widely to support the delivery of services; 71% 
agreement, 12% disagreement 

 
The largest increase in agreement from last year was for using digital technology 
more widely to support the delivery of services (+8%) and making more services 
available online (+8%).  
 

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 16% support, with 
disagreement at 60% 
 

 Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies had 
19% agreement and 56% disagreement, which is 6% more disagreement than 
last year 
 

 Scaling back or stop providing some services had 24% agreement, but 47% 
disagreement 
 

The greatest fall in support was for increasing the fees and charges for some 
services (-4% agreement, and +4% disagreement). 
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Table 12: 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: All respondents (n= see base size column for individual approaches) 

 
 

  

Base size Total Agree
Difference 

vs. 2019

Total 

Disagree

Difference 

vs 2019

Changing working practices to make better use of 

technology and more efficient ways of working
1,303       88% 5% 3% -1%

Making more efficient use of council assets such as 

land and buildings
1,318       87% -2% 3% -1%

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

1,316       83% 0% 6% 1%

Targeting resources on the most vulnerable and 
people most in need

1,329       72% 3% 13% -3%

Using digital technology more widely to support the 
delivery of services

1,324       71% 8% 12% -3%

Making more services available online 1,318       69% 8% 16% -2%
Encouraging more people to volunteer their time to 
become involved in the delivery of services

1,318       53% -2% 17% 1%

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

parish councils
1,331       45% 1% 25% -1%

Increasing fees and charges for some services 1,327       42% -4% 33% 4%
Stopping provision of some discretionary services 

to protect services to older people and the 
vulnerable

1,320       37% 0% 44% 3%

Scaling back or stop providing some services 1,322       24% 7% 47% -3%
Transferring services to other organisations like 
commercial companies

1,330       19% -1% 56% 1%

Reducing the quality of some services provided 1,332       16% 1% 60% 0%
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Priorities for core activities 
 

Respondents were asked to select which three of the new Council Plan 
commitments 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. 

‘We will clean streets and maintain roads effectively’ is jointly rated as the 
overall priority with a weighted average of 16% of respondents rating it highly, 
alongside ‘we will work to eliminate child poverty across South 
Gloucestershire’ (16%).  

‘We will raise educational outcomes’ had a weighted average of 15% of 
respondents rating it as a high priority, and ‘we will support all children and young 
people in maintaining positive mental health and wellbeing’ was listed as a high 
priority by 14% of respondents.  
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Table 13 Q6 “Which of the following Council Plan commitments would you say are the three 
highest priorities for investment over the next 10 years?” (Ranked by weighted average of top 
three priority scores): 

 

Base: all respondents (n=1,387) 

 

 

 

 

 

Council Plan commitments Highest 

Priority

Second 

Priority

Third 

Priority

Weighted total 

high priority

We will clean streets and maintain roads effectively 19% 14% 10% 16%
We will work to eliminate child poverty across South 
Gloucestershire

25% 9% 5% 16%

We will raise educational outcomes 20% 12% 5% 15%
We will support all children and young people in maintaining 

positive mental health and wellbeing
19% 11% 7% 14%

We will lead the response to the climate emergency and deliver 
on our commitments

17% 8% 11% 13%

We will ensure that people feel safeguarded and supported in 
our care, at home, and in their communities

17% 10% 6% 13%

We will plan to join up housing with appropriate infrastructure 
such as schools and transport networks that make it easier for 
people to get around

15% 10% 9% 12%

We will ensure people have access to the best possible 

information, advice and guidance to support themselves and their 
families

14% 10% 7% 11%

We will shift the balance of support more towards prevention 13% 9% 7% 11%
We will ensure that children are properly supported in their early 
years

14% 10% 5% 11%

We will support the most vulnerable adults to maintain their 
independence

13% 9% 6% 10%

We will support children with learning disabilities to live an 
independent life

14% 7% 4% 10%

We will enable communities to work together to help improve 
their lives and address the problems that are important to them

9% 10% 7% 9%

We will demonstrate how well we deliver value for money in the 
services we commission and provide

11% 5% 6% 8%

We will increase our commercial operations and use assets for 
maximum benefit

9% 6% 8% 8%

We will develop our digital infrastructure to support residents and 
staff in day-today life

8% 9% 6% 8%

We will enable people and business to recover and thrive within 
cohesive communities that value diversity

8% 8% 7% 7%

We will promote clean, high quality design of new and existing 
communities

7% 7% 7% 7%

We will work as one council providing staff with the skills, tools 
and support to perform at their best and live our values

9% 6% 5% 7%

We will be an exemplar in corporate parenting (children and 
young people looked after by the council or who are care 
leavers)

8% 8% 3% 7%
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Comments or suggestions about the budget and council savings plan 

The most frequent theme of comments made was that respondents did not 
consider that the council spends money wisely (36 comments), with the linked 
implication that council tax increases would not be required if this issue were to be 
addressed. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There were also a number of comments stating that there should be no more cuts, 
and no council tax increases (25 mentions). There was also the feeling that central 
government funding was a major contributor in the need to increase council tax, with 
21 respondents mentioning that better government funding could avoid the need for 
the decisions currently being consulted on.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

13 respondents commented that they understood the need to pay more council tax 
and were willing to do so if it protected valuable services.  

 

 

 

“Cut waste, inefficiency and red tape. Too many outside 
services employed.” 

“The Council is only using 3% of the Reserves. That is not enough. I do not 
pay Council Tax for it not to be used, and instead you cut services.” 

“The council has more than enough income already - it's 
just doing a terrible job of managing its’ expenditure.” 

“The public should not be treated as if they have bottomless pockets to 
pay additional council taxes.” 

“Unaffordable, any increase over 2% will effectively kill me, as I 
never get any help and have no hope of ever working again.” 

“More funding is needed from government. The current crisis of a 
pandemic and soon Brexit will mean people are poorer - government has a 
responsibility to its citizens…” 
 

“Services cannot be permitted to further deteriorate. Central Government 
are not going to help us so we need to look after our local society ourselves. 
If that means more local taxation on those that can afford it then so be it.” 
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Table 14 Q16 “Please use this space to make any other comments or suggestions about the 
budget and council savings plan”: 

                                                                                                      

Base: Respondents to Q16 (n= 278) 

Theme Number of comments

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

decisions
35

No more cuts / council tax increases 25

Central government is the issue - lack of funding coming to council 21

Review staffing structure / pay  / efficiency of staff & councillors 20

Miscellaneous other comments about the council 19

Comments about specific services, not related to the consultation 15

Transport / roads issues raised 13

Council do not listen to feedback on budget 13

No comment 12

Agree to pay more council tax 13

Positive comments / council doing a good job 11

Feedback about consultation survey 9

Not enough information provided to feel able to respond 8

Waste collection / recycling issues raised 7

Council should deliver essential services only 7

Need to remove inefficiencies in service delivery 7

Need better prioritisation of spending 7

Pensioners suffer more from cuts / tax increases; can't afford increases on 

pension
6

Review tender / purchasing processes to ensure value for money 5

Council tax increase should not be more than inflation / pay increases 5

Do not feel there is value for money from the council 5

Charge more for services / generate income instead of increasing tax 5

Change council tax bands / increase higher bands by more 4

Do not use consultants or outsource 3

Should undertake a spending review of all departments 3

Enforce collection of council tax debt 3

Don’t know 3

Make better use of technology / more online access to services 2

Smaller increases in tax would be better 2

Would expect to see improvement of services with tax increase 2

Comments on T&PCs 2

People should be more self-reliant 2

Should ring-fence money for local communities / projects 1

Need joint working between councils 1

Council only supports businesses, not residents 1

Mention of covid-19 difficulties 1

Suggestions for revenue generation 1

Should make more of relationship with voluntary sector 1
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Potential schemes to support vulnerable residents 

 
Respondents were asked whether they would be willing to pay more Council Tax if 
the increase was used to help residents on low incomes.  
 
Most respondents felt they would not be willing to do this, with 62% answering no 
and 38% answering yes.  
 
Older respondents were more willing to consider paying extra Council Tax than 
younger residents, with 41% of those aged 65+ willing to consider it compared to 
33% of those aged 16-44.  
 
There was no particular pattern of agreement depending on the Council Tax band of 
the respondent, suggesting that affluence is not the driving factor behind whether 
people would be willing to pay or not.  
 
Table 15 Q11: In principle, would you be willing to pay more Council Tax if the increase was 
used to help residents on low incomes? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Respondents were then asked whether they would support the introduction of a 
voluntary contribution scheme to provide additional funding towards the council plan 
commitment ‘Creating the Best Start in Life for Our Children and Young People’.  
 
A small majority of respondents supported this idea, with 55% of respondents 
answering yes, they would support a voluntary contribution scheme.  
 
Table 16 Q12: Would you support a South Gloucestershire Community Contribution Scheme 
that allows residents to pay a voluntary sum to contribute towards Creating the Best Start in 
Life for Our Children and Young People? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Once again age has an influence on responses, but this time younger respondents 
were more likely to support the idea, with 68% of respondents aged 16-44 
supporting the introduction compared to 44% of respondents aged over 65. 
 
Respondents in higher Council Tax bands were more likely to agree with the 
proposal, although there was still majority agreement across all tax bands overall.  

Viewpoint Resident Total

Base 760 580 1,340

Yes 37% 38% 38%

No 63% 62% 62%

Viewpoint Resident Total

Base 761 575 1,336

Yes 58% 52% 55%

No 43% 49% 45%
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However, when asked whether or not they would consider making a contribution to a 
voluntary scheme, only 42% of respondents said yes, with 58% answering no.  
 
Table 17 Q13: If the scheme was introduced would you consider making a contribution? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Younger respondents were more likely to consider contributing to a voluntary 
scheme, with 58% of respondents aged 16-44 answering yes compared to 37% of 
those aged 65+.  
 
Perceived affordability is likely to be affecting peoples’ willingness to 
contribute. Those in higher Council Tax bands are more likely to say that they 
would consider making a voluntary contribution, with the majority of respondents in 
bands G and H agreeing (62% and 73% respectively) compared to 23% of those in 
band A, 44% of those in band B and 40% of those in band C.  
 

Reasons that people would or would not consider making a contribution 

There were more comments made giving reasons why respondents would not 
consider making a contribution (554 comments, 72%) as compared to why they 
would (213 comments, 28%). By far the most frequent reason for people to not 
consider contributing is personal financial hardship meaning they could not 
afford to (232 comments, 42% of all comments about not contributing).  
 
The second most frequent cited was that respondents felt they already paid enough 
tax, and that the costs should be already be included in taxes (69 comments, 12% of 
all comments about not contributing).   

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Viewpoint Resident Total

Base 753 563 1,316

Yes 46% 37% 42%

No 54% 63% 58%

“We can't afford it after being made redundant, suffering a 
significant loss of income.” 

“I am on long term sick / incapacity and am struggling myself. In a perfect 
world I would contribute but am unable to now.” 

“I already pay a good sum for these services via 
council, income and other taxes.” 
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Respondents who were happy to contribute mainly cited the need to support 
children and young people as they are vital and should be a priority (123 
comments, 58% of all comments about contributing).  

Several respondents added a caveat about their willingness to pay, stating that they 
would only be happy to contribute if the scheme was properly administered 
and had a direct positive outcome (63 comments, 30% of all comments about 
contributing).  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 18 Q14 “Please tell us the main reason that you would or would not consider making a 

contribution:” 

 

                                                                                                      Base: respondents to Q14 (n= 767) 

  

Theme Number of comments % of comments

Those who are not happy to contribute 554 72%

Personal financial pressures mean I cannot contribute/have no extra money 232

The cost should already be included in taxes / I already pay enough tax 69

It should be the responsibility of individuals / parents 52

Councils do not spend money wisely or efficiently / I don’t trust the council 50

This is a national funding issue / central government should pay 43

Do not agree with handouts 33

Unsure of what exactly is going towards 25

Council is not a charity therefore should not carry out this function 23

Do not want to pay for services I don’t use 19

Childrens services get enough funding 8

Those who are happy to contribute 213 28%

Young people are vital and should be a priority 123

Happy to contribute if properly administered and with direct positive 

outcome 
63

Generally happy to contribute  16

The amount should be voluntary 11

“Provided the money is well managed and accountable to an independent 
board of volunteers.” 

“Life is getting tougher for the young. They need a 
good foundation for life's challenges.” 
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Trust in the council 

Respondents were asked to indicate agreement with a series of statements aimed at 
understanding whether the council is viewed as a trustworthy and effective 
organisation: 
 

 The council can be relied on to consistently deliver services 
 The council is clear and honest about what it does and why 
 The council contributes towards improving the local area and residents' 

wellbeing 
 The council has the publics' best interests at heart 
 The council works collaboratively with other organisations and the public 

 
More respondents agreed with each statement than disagreed, although there were 
a significant proportion of respondents who selected ‘neither agree nor disagree’ for 
each as well.  
 
The strongest performance was seen for the statement ‘the council can be 
relied on to consistently deliver services’ with 52% agreement and 19% 
disagreement.  
 
There were then declining levels of agreement for each statement, with only 30% of 
respondents agreeing that the council works collaboratively with other organisations 
and the public.   
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Chart 1 Q15 “Please indicate the level to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements:” 

     
                                                                                                Base: respondents to Q15 (n= 1361) 

The council tax band of respondents tended to impact the levels of agreement to 
each of these statements. Those in lower bands tended to agree more strongly with 
the statements and those in higher bands were less likely to agree.  
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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 98% usage 
 Highways / roads with 90% usage 
 Parks and open spaces with 90% of respondent usage 
 82% of respondents use the free car parking facilities 

 
A number of services were used slightly less by this year’s survey participants 
compared to last year’s: 
 

 Local bus services were used -12% less than last year, which is likely to be a 
result of the pandemic and consequent lockdown  

 Libraries were used -2% less than last year, which is perhaps a smaller 
decrease than might have been expected given the 2020 closures. This 
suggests that respondents attended libraries before and after the closures, or 
have accessed library services online 

 Usage of free car parking has fallen -2%, which is again likely to be due to the 
pandemic 

 Waste and recycling services usage has dropped by -1%, but remains high at 
98% 
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Table 19: 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?” 

 
Base: all respondents (n= see individual columns) 

 

Type of respondent: Viewpoint Residents Total
Change vs. 

2019

Base size 772 603 1,375
Care for older people (443) 33% 32% 33% 4%
Care for physically disabled and 
those with learning difficulties (452)

35% 31% 33% 6%

Children's social services (397) 31% 26% 29% 6%
Customer services e.g. one stop shop 

(676) 50%
50% 50% 1%

Environmental health and trading 
standards (587) 44%

42%
43% 6%

Housing advice services (385) 30% 27% 28% 5%
Highways / roads (1242) 92% 88% 90% 4%
Libraries (760) 58% 54% 56% -2%
Local bus services (898) 64% 68% 66% -12%
Parks and open spaces (1231) 90% 89% 90% 1%
Planning (720) 56% 49% 53% 5%
Public health (not including NHS 
services) (725) 56%

50% 54% 10%

Schools (647) 52% 42% 47% 10%
Sport and leisure facilities (826) 61% 59% 61% 0%
Waste and recycling services (1340) 98% 99% 98% -1%

Welfare and council tax reduction for 

which the council is responsible (589)
43% 43% 43% 1%

Free car parking (1120) 80% 83% 82% -2%
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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 -2% fall in Net Satisfaction across services, with 
most services seeing a decline in their scores. This follows on from a -6% decline in 
satisfaction the previous year.  
 
The highest levels of Net Satisfaction are for waste and recycling services (66% Net 
Satisfaction, up 2% on last year), followed by parks and open spaces (64% Net 
Satisfaction, down 7% on last year). 
 
The lowest levels of Net Satisfaction are for planning (-21% Net Satisfaction, down 
13% on last year), followed by highways roads (-10% Net Satisfaction, up 4% on last 
year). This means that there are more customers dissatisfied with these services 
than there are satisfied.  
 
Some services have made a recovery from last year’s decreases in Net 
Satisfaction Score, with improved satisfaction: 
 

 Care for physically disabled and those with learning difficulties has seen a 
+4% increase in Net Satisfaction, partially reversing a -13% drop last year 
 

 Children’s social services has seen a +7% increase in Net Satisfaction, 
following on from a -25% drop last year 
 

 Highways/roads have also reversed their -1% drop last year with a +4% 
increase 
 

 Schools have seen a +14% increase in Net Satisfaction after a -7% drop last 
year 
 

 Welfare and council tax reduction for which the council is responsible has 
seen a +3% increase to 20%, however this only partially recovers the -14% 
drop last year. 
 

 
A number of services continue to see a second year of falling Net Satisfaction: 
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 Customer services e.g. One Stop Shop has a 30% Net Satisfaction score, but 
has seen decreases of -12% this year following on from a -6% decrease last 
year  
 

 Environmental health and trading standards saw a -10% decrease last year 
and a -6% decrease this year, leaving a Net Satisfaction score of 23% 
 

 Similarly, Housing Advice Services sees a decline of -7% to 2% Net 
Satisfaction, following a drop of -20% the previous year. 
 

 Planning has the lowest Net Satisfaction score of -21%, which means 
more customers are dissatisfied than those that are satisfied. The service has 
seen a decrease of -13% this year following on from a decrease of -14% last 
year.  
 

 Sport and leisure facilities see an -8% drop in Net Satisfaction in 2020 to 50%, 
after a -4% fall in 2019. 
 

 Free car parking has seen a small decline in Net Satisfaction of -1%, following 
on from a -6% decrease last year.  
 

Two services have negative Net Satisfaction Scores, due to significant falls in 
scores this year, meaning more customers are dissatisfied than those that are 
satisfied: 

 Planning (-21%), down -13% from last year 

 Highways / roads (-10%), up +4% from last year 
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Table 20: 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?” 
 

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

 (n= see individual service areas)  
  

Service area
Total 

Satisfaction

Total 

Dissatisfaction

Net 

Satisfaction 

Score

Change vs 

2020

Care for older people (443) 29% 15% 14% -7%

Care for physically disabled and those with learning difficulties 27% 14% 13% 4%

Children's social services (397) 16% 12% 4% 7%

Customer services e.g. one stop shop (676) 45% 15% 30% -12%

Environmental health and trading standards 36% 13% 23% -6%

Housing advice services (385) 13% 11% 2% -7%

Highways / roads (1242) 34% 44% -10% 4%

Libraries (760) 62% 11% 50% -8%

Local bus services (898) 52% 23% 29% -2%

Parks and open spaces (1231) 75% 11% 64% -7%

Planning (720) 16% 38% -21% -13%

Public health (not including NHS services) 39% 13% 27% 0%

Schools (647) 54% 11% 43% 14%

Sport and leisure facilities (826) 62% 13% 50% -8%

Waste and recycling services (1340) 79% 12% 66% 2%

Welfare and council tax reduction for which the council is responsible 35% 15% 20% 3%

Free car parking (1120) 63% 18% 45% -1%
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Perceptions of the council and the local area 

Perceptions of the local area 

 
Overall, the vast majority of respondents are satisfied with their local area 
(79%), with a net satisfaction score (those satisfied minus those dissatisfied) of 67%. 
 
Both the overall levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, and the net satisfaction 
score, are identical to those seen last year.  
 
Table 21 Q14 Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with their local area as a place to 
live? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Chart 2: Q17 “Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with their local area as a place to 
live?” by year 

 
There have been no significant changes to perceptions of how the area has changed 
in the last two years, with the majority of residents (59%) continuing to think it has 
stayed the same, and 30% believing it has become worse.  

The proportion of respondents who think things have got worse has been increasing 
since 2010, and has not changed since last year (30%). There has been a +1% 
increase in the proportion of respondents believing things have got better (8%), but 
this change is not significant.  

Viewpoint Residents Total
% Total Difference 

vs. Jan 20

Base 763 607 1,370

Total Satisfied 79% 79% 79% 0%

Total Dissatisfied 14% 10% 12% 0%

Net Satisfaction 65% 69% 67% 0%
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Table 22 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? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Chart 3: Q15 by year 

 

There were 60 comments relating to reasons that South Gloucestershire has got 
better in the last two years. No one issue came out overwhelmingly as the most 
prevalent, but the local area being better cared for (9 comments), good waste 
management (7 comments), public transport having improved (6 comments) and 
parks/open spaces being well maintained (6 comments) all got several mentions 
each. 
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% Total difference 
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Has South Gloucestershire become a better or worse place to live?
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“Street cleaning much better, libraries also better.” 
 

“I feel that in light of the Covid pandemic the council has been instrumental in 
improving their green spaces so that people have been able to exercise or walk in their 
local vicinity.” 
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Table 23 Q19 “If you said that South Gloucestershire has become either better or worse in the 
last two years please tell us what you feel has changed?” – Respondents who made 

comments about South Gloucestershire having become a better place to live: 

 

Base: respondents who made comments about South Gloucestershire having become a better place 
to live in the last 2 years (n=60) 

There were many more comments, 672, relating to reasons why South 
Gloucestershire has become a worse place to live in the last two years. The most 
frequently mentioned reason was that there are too many new houses, and the 
area has become crowded without adequate infrastructure (123 comments).  

This was followed by comments relating to the deterioration of the condition of 
roads, paths and cycle lanes (92 comments), which was also an issue highlighted 
in responses to question 4 in the survey, asking for evidence of cumulative impact of 
cuts.  

 

 

 

 

Theme Number of mentions

Local area / environment is better cared for 9

Good waste management (recycling, litter) 7

Public Transport improved 6

Parks /open spaces well maintained 6

Safer and stronger community (e.g. less ASB / crime) 5

Good services / amenities 5

Roads & paths well maintained 4

More housing 4

Good customer service/communications 3

More community feel 3

Better organised/supportive 2

Traffic is better 2

Buildings improved/maintained 2

Libraries are better 1

Infrastructure improved 1

“With recent increases in housing development there has been no consequent and 
necessary increase in the level of infrastructure services, ie: GP/Dental practices, minor 
injury unit. Services for people are very poor, especially for `rural` folk who must use cars 
because there are no buses and most of them cannot cycle/walk to access the services 
that are available.” 

“General state of roads, many houses are multiple student rentals and are 
generally an eyesore with unkempt gardens and general rubbish left around.” 
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Table 24 Q19 “If you said that South Gloucestershire has become either better or worse in the 
last two years please tell us what you feel has changed?” – Respondents who made 

comments about South Gloucestershire having become a worse place to live: 

 

Base: respondents who made comments about South Gloucestershire having become a worse place 

to live in the last 2 years (n=60) 

Theme Number of mentions

Too many new houses/ crowded / lack of infrastructure 123

Roads/paths deteriorating/roadworks/cycle lanes 92

No police/increased crime rates 72

More litter/graffiti/lack of streetcare 65

Traffic increases 58

Parking/parking on pavements 26

area run down/need for investment 22

Planning issues 19

Micellaneous 19

Pollution (noise, air) 18

Public transport getting worse 15

Thornbury highstreet 14

Parks/open spaces not cared for 11

None 11

Wasting public money 10

Hedge trimming/verges/grass cutting 9

Issues with HMO dwellings 9

Decisions made without consulting public 9

Bin collections/waste poor 8

Reduced/cuts to services 8

No community feeling/diversity 8

lack of funding for schools/education 7

Poor quality of service 4

Kingswood area decline 4

Council not doing their job 4

Covid 4

poor communication with council / access to services 4

Cut council staff/salaries 4

Housing unaffordable/costs rising 3

Climate emergency 2

Health care reduced 2

Less funding for ECS 2

Increase in council tax 2

Social care/welfare cuts 1

Lack of support for vulnerable people 1

Lack of jobs 1

Increase cost of services 1
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Satisfaction with the way the council runs things 
 
Net Satisfaction with the Council has reduced (-13%) in the last year, however 
this comes after a +10% uplift in net satisfaction last year, and has brought 
satisfaction more in line with previous results.  

Table 25 Q20 “Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way South 
Gloucestershire Council runs things?” 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Chart 4: Q20 by year 

 

While the decline in satisfaction and increase in dissatisfaction is notable, it has 
brought us to the same position as we saw in 2016, when an identical result was 
seen. It is not currently possible to assess the impact the pandemic has had on 
residents’ responses; however this will be kept under review in forthcoming budget 
consultations as post COVID trends become apparent. 

Those respondents who are satisfied with South Gloucestershire as a place to live 
are also more satisfied with the way the council runs the area. 70% of those satisfied 
with their area are satisfied with the way the council runs things, whereas for those 
who are not satisfied with South Gloucestershire as an area, only 23% are satisfied 
with the council.  

Viewpoint Residents Total
% Total  difference 

vs. Jan 2020

Base 773 603 1,376

Total Satisfied 58% 61% 59% -7%

Total Dissatisfied 22% 15% 19% 6%

Net Satisfaction Score 36% 46% 40% -13%
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There is also a link between those respondents considering that the council provides 
value for money, and the level of satisfaction with how we run things. 96% of those 
who agree that the council provides value for month are satisfied with how we run 
things, whereas for those who do not agree that we provide value for money, only 
16% are satisfied with the council. 
 

Value for money 
 
Perceptions of whether the council delivers value for money have reduced, with 
the net value for money score decreasing -15% to 11%. This is a notable drop, and 
is one which is evident across both Viewpoint and resident respondents.  As 
previously mentioned, it is not possible to assess the impact the pandemic has had 
on residents’ responses. 
 
Table 26 Q21 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that South Gloucestershire Council 
provides value for money?” 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Although agreement that the council provides value for money is relatively constant across all tax 

bands, disagreement is higher amongst those respondents in a higher council tax band. 25% of those 
in council tax band A and 15% of those in tax band B disagree that the council provides value for 

money, compared to 47% in tax band G and 64% in tax band H.  
 

Chart 5 Q21 by year 

 

Viewpoint Residents Total

% Total 

difference vs. 

Jan 20

Base 773 601 1,374

Total Agree 37% 34% 36% -10%

Total Disagree 27% 23% 25% 5%

Net VFM Score 20% 11% 11% -15%
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Perceptions of the council 
 
Over half of respondents (59%) feel they are kept informed about council 
services; an improvement of +12% from last year. This continues the trend of 
improvement seen last year, when there was a +4% increase in agreement.  
                                                                                                                                 
Table 27 Q22a “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about the services it provides?” 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Chart 6: Q22a by year 

 

There has been a similar degree of improvement in the proportion of respondents 
who feel they are kept informed about changes (52%; an increase of 4 percentage 
points from last year which was in turn 5 percentage points better than the year 
before). 
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Table 28 Q22b To what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about any proposals for change? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Chart 7: Q22b by year 

 

51% of respondents disagree that they can influence local decisions, and only 
14% agree, which is 3 percentage points lower than last year.  

 
Table 29 Q22c To what extent do you agree or disagree that: I can influence decisions 
affecting my local area: 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
  

Viewpoint Residents Total
% difference to 
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Base 772 600 1,372

Total Agree 54% 50% 52% 4%

Total Disagree 21% 22% 22% -4%
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Chart 8 Q22c by year 

 
There has been a decrease of -4% 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 35% of participants, whilst a greater proportion 
(47%) feel that the council does not very much or nothing at all. 
 
Table 30 Q20 To what extent do you think the council acts on the concerns of local residents? 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Chart 9 Q23 by year 
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Survey Respondent Profile: 

Information about respondents was collected as part of this 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.  
 
The tables below provide a breakdown of the gender, age and ethnicity profile of 
respondents, where this information was supplied. 
 
Table 31 Q21. “Are you responding as?” (public consultation survey respondents only) 

 

Base: residents survey (n=607) 

Table 32: Gender 

Type of 
respondent  

Viewpoint Residents Total SGC population 

Base 775 573 1,348 262,767 

Female 50% 46% 48% 50% 

Male 49% 48% 48% 50% 

Prefer not to 
say 

1% 6% 4% N/A 

 

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

SGC population source: ONS 2011 Census 

  

 Number: % 

A local resident 607 100% 

A voluntary, community sector organisation 2 0.3% 

A parish or town council 1 0.2% 

A local business 0 0% 

Other 1 1.2% 
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Table 33: Age 

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents Total 
South 

Gloucestershire  

Base 775 592 1,367 262,767 

16 - 34 7% 9% 8% 29% 

35 – 44 38% 11% 26% 18% 

45 – 64 32% 32% 32% 33% 

65+ 20% 40% 29% 21% 

Prefer not to say 3% 8% 5% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

SGC population source: ONS 2011 Census 

 
Table 34 Ethnicity:  

 Type of respondent 
Viewpoint Residents Total 

SGC 
population 

Base 775 594 1,369 262,767 

BAME 5% 7% 5% 5% 

White British 87% 90% 87% 95% 

Prefer not to say 8% 3% 9% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns)  

SGC population source: ONS 2011 Census 

Table 35 Council Tax band: 

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total 
SGC 

Households* 

Base 764 584 1,348 11,750  

A 3% 0% 3% 11% 

B 13% 0% 13% 30% 

C 20% 0% 20% 24% 

D 30% 0% 30% 18% 

E 10% 0% 10% 10% 

F 6% 0% 6% 5% 

G 3% 0% 3% 2% 

H 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Don't know 10% 0% 10% N/A 

Prefer not to say 4% 0% 4% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) *Source: Valuation office agency, 2019 
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Table 36 Disability:                                                                                                                              

  
Viewpoint 
(before 
weighting) 

Residents Total 
SGC 

population 

Base 775 589 1,364 262,767 

No 83% 77% 81% 84% 

Total Yes 12% 23% 10% 167% 

Prefer not to say 4% 6% 9% N/A 

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

N/A 7% N/A  

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

N/A 1% 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 1% N/A  

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

N/A 10%   

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

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Percentages can add up to more than 100% as respondents could select more than one type of 
disability 

Table 37 Sexual orientation: 

 
Total 
  

UK 
population* 

Base 1,173  

Lesbian, Gay or Bisexual 4% 4% 

Heterosexual 87% 93% 

Other 1% 1% 
Prefer not to say / No reply 8% 2% 

Base: all respondents (n=1,173) *Source: National Annual population survey 2017 
 

Table 38 “Do you identify as Transgender?”: 

 Total 
UK 

population* 

Base 1,329  

Yes 0% 1% 

No 88% 88% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 12% 11% 

Base: all respondents (n=1,329) *Source: National Annual population survey 2017 
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Table 39 Religion: 

 
Total 
  

SGC population 

 1,353 262,767 

Buddhist 0.3% 0% 

Christian 53% 60% 

Hindu 0.1% 1% 

Jewish 0.1% 0% 

Muslim 0.2% 1% 

Sikh 0% 0% 

Any other religion 1% 0% 

No religion 31% 
38% Prefer not to say / No reply 13% 

Base: all respondents (n=1,353) 
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Responses Received from Organisations 

Two responses were received to the organisation survey.  

Table 40 Q1 How satisfied are you with the council services your organisation has used in the 
last year? 

 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Table 41 Q2 Looking at the information in the consultation document, how do you feel about 

the proposed amount of savings by department? 

 

Base: all respondents (n = 2) 

Q3 If you have any comments on the proposed savings by department please let us know: 

Respondents commented that children and schools should be a priority (1 
comment), and also that there was not enough information provided to be able to 
comment on the proposed savings percentages (1 comment).   

Respondents Not used Very 

satisfied

Quite 

satisfied

Neither 

satisfied or 

dissatisfied

Quite 

dissatisfied

Very 

dissatisfied

Don't know

Building control (2) 50% 50%

Business support resources (2) 100%

Commercial waste (2) 50% 50%

Contracts and tenders (2) 100%

Customer services (2) 50% 50%

Emergency Planning Unit (2) 50% 50%

Environmental health and 

protection, pest control (2) 50% 50%

Free car parking (2) 50% 50%

Health and safety (2) 50% 50%

Learning difficulties employment 

support (2) 100%

Licensing and street trading (2) 50% 50%

Sustainable transport (2) 50% 50%

Planning (2) 100%

Trading standards (2) 50% 50%

Workforce development (2) 50% 50%

Maintenance of roads, footpaths 

and cycle paths (2) 50% 50%

Street cleansing and lighting (2) 100%

Respondents Far too 

little

Slightly too 

little

About right Slightly too 

much

Far too 

much

Don't know

Children, Adults and Health (£2.0m 

or 1.4% of department budget) 50% 50%

Environment & Community Services 

(£2.4m or 5.6% of department 

budget) 50% 50%

Chief Executive & Corporate 

Resources (£2.0m or 1.4% of 

department budget) 50% 50%



Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   52 
 
 

Table 42 Q4 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: all respondents (n = 2) 

Q5 To help us plan for the future, please tell us what impact - if any - the council's reduction in 
spending over the last eight years has had on your organisation or the services you receive? 

Please be as specific as possible. 

One respondent made a comment, highlighting both the increase in costs for 
services received and also issues with customer services and response times 
when trying to contact the council to deal with issues such as 
Planning/Streetcare/trees/illegal vehicles.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approach Strongly 

agree

Tend to 

agree

Neither 

agree or 

disagree

Tend to 

disagree

Strongly 

disagree

Don't 

know

Targeting resources on the vulnerable and people most in need 50% 50%

Reducing the quality of some services provided 50% 50%

Increasing fees and charges for some services 50% 50%

Making more services available online 50% 50%

Using digital technology more widely to support the delivery of 

services
100%

Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings
100%

Scaling back or stop providing some services 50% 50%

Stopping provision of some discretionary services to protect services 

to older people and the vulnerable
50% 50%

Changing working practices to make better use of technology and 

more efficient ways of working
50% 50%

Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and 

public sector agencies
50%

Transferring services to other organisations like commercial 

companies
100%

Transferring services to other organisations like community groups, 

social enterprises and town and parish councils 
50% 50%

Encouraging more people to volunteer their time to become involved 

in the delivery of services
50% 50%
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Table 43 Q6 Which of the following Council Plan commitments would you say are the three 
highest priorities for investment over the next 10 years? 

 

Base: all respondents (n = 2) 

Q7 Please use this space to make any other comments or suggestions about how the 

council invests and saves money: 

One respondent commented that education has to be the top priority, and one 
respondent commented that the council should remember the issue of digital 
exclusion. It was noted that it was important that there was always an alternative to 
the digital option available for engagement with services or responding to 
consultations.  

 

Commitment Highest priority Second priority Third priority

We will raise educational outcomes X

We will ensure that children are properly supported in their early years X

We will work to eliminate child poverty across South Gloucestershire X
We will support all children and young people in maintaining positive 

mental health and wellbeing

We will support children with learning disabilities to live an 

independent life

We will be an exemplar in corporate parenting (children and young 

people looked after by the

council or who are care leavers)

We will ensure people have access to the best possible information, 

advice and guidance to support themselves and their families

We will shift the balance of support more towards prevention

We will support the most vulnerable adults to maintain their 

independence

We will enable communities to work together to help improve their 

lives and address the problems that are

important to them

X

We will ensure that people feel safeguarded and supported in our 

care, at home, and in their communities

We will clean streets and maintain roads effectively

We will lead the response to the climate emergency and deliver on our 

commitments
X X

We will promote clean, high quality design of new and existing 

communities

We will plan to join up housing with appropriate infrastructure such as 

schools and transport networks that make it easier for people to get 

around

We will enable people and business to recover and thrive within 

cohesive communities that value diversity

We will demonstrate how well we deliver value for money in the 

services we commission and provide

We will work as one council providing staff with the skills, tools and 

support to perform at their best and

live our values

We will develop our digital infrastructure to support residents and staff 

in day-today life

We will increase our commercial operations and use assets for 

maximum benefit
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Organisation Survey Respondent Profile: 

 
No other demographic information about respondents was provided.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   57 
 
 

Other Representations to the Consultation 

6 emails were received giving feedback to the consultation.  
 
Table 40: Email responses 

Type of Respondent Email content 

Local Resident I have read the consultation questionnaire, but it doesn't appear 

to make space for the public to make suggestions, which seems 

to me a big omission. 

My thoughts:- 

1: Dismiss immediately any suggestions of cutting Officer salaries 

or Councillor Allowances.  In both cases proper remuneration 

needs to be maintained in order to attract the right calibre of 

people.  In the latter case there is an argument for increasing the 

level of allowances in order to attract more people to the role, as 

all political groupings have difficulty finding people to stand for 

elections. 

2: Waste collection: In my household of three adults we have no 

problem managing our waste so that a fortnightly collection is 

adequate for us.  We don't need the weekly collection of 

recycling.   - Sometimes our black bin waits a month, it is rarely 

full. 

3: The phenomenal amount of food waste reported could be 

addressed by persuading householders to fit a waste disposal unit 

whenever a new sink is being fitted.  Perhaps Government could 

be persuaded to look at grants towards this or zero rate VAT on 

the units. 

4: Verge mowing: there still seems to be an excess of mowing. 

Surely the only part that is essential is the first swathe alongside 

the edge of the highway, plus two or three swathes where there 

is a need for forward visibility or at junctions.  The remainder can 

be left to grow and self-seed shrubs/woodland to the benefit of 

wildlife. 

5: Greater effort should be made to work with the parishes to 

devolve responsibilities.. such as amenity mowing.. especially in 

areas further away from Broad Lane.  Parishes employing a local 

contractor would be able to get a more cost-effective quote, be 

on the spot to resolve any problems, and be supporting the local 

economy by spending locally.  This principle may well apply 

equally to other services, SGC just has to have the faith in the 
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parishes and trust them to do the job, and they will do it at least 

well, as is their area. 

6: Invest to save:  Well done in rolling out the LED street lighting. 

You should continue this programme to completion.  Also, you 

should look into PV panel street lights for some locations, maybe 

where a new installation is required and there is a distance from 

the nearest supply - a cost saving and similar life expectancy. 

7: Priority should continue to be on provision for the elderly, not 

relying on private companies to run things as their priority is 

profit. 

Second priority should be on schools and childrens services. 

I hope these thoughts are helpful. 

Local Resident I strongly disagree with the proposed increase in Council Tax of 

1.99% plus an expected adult social care precept of 2 %.  This 

would mean a total increase of approx. 4%. 

This well exceeds the inflation rate and income levels.  

Reason for disagreement. 

When we bought our house many years ago, our council tax 

(rates in those days) was just 75 to 80% of that set by Bristol City 

Council. 

Today our council tax exceeds Bristol City Council tax by I believe 

around 5 to 10%. 

Please correct me if I am wrong. 

I am not aware of any better services that I receive now 

compared to those I received many years ago. 

So where did the South Gloucestershire Council inefficiencies 

creep In ? 

Conclusion 

South Gloucestershire Council needs to find the money from 

other areas by making proper efficiency savings. 

Between South Gloucestershire Council and Filton Town Council, 

then it appears that the councillors believe there is a bottomless 

pit of money with Council Tax Payers. 
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Local Resident I live at {Redacted}.      

The street lights are shining very brightly way into the early 

morning. It seems not only unnecessary but it lights up my 

bedroom such that I have to sleep in the back of the house. This 

area seems relatively secure from too much disturbance requiring 

constant lighting. 

My road is I’m sure one very many not requiring this level of 

lighting. We are entering a time of major financial stringency such 

that we haven’t seen for many decades and need to look 

everywhere to cut waste.  I think reducing street lighting is one of 

them. 

Local Resident Part 1 

Having read the article in emersongreen choice and your 

proposal to further increase next year’s tax by 1.99% I do not 

support this at all.  I am a pre state aged pensioner living in 

Emersons Green and am flabbergasted that you feel this is the 

right option and taking into account all the factors including: 

CV19 

Inflation – RPI/CPI/AWE metrics etc….which then feeds through 

into annual pension increases – the rates for 2021 are already 

known since they are based on September UK inflation rates each 

year 

Increased revenues through increased housing in the South Glos 

area including around the A4174 ring road east and west of M32 

The level of UK debt 

UK GDP/GNP 

The numbers of people on furlough arrangements 

The increasing numbers of those sadly losing their jobs through 

CV19 issues and lockdowns, and businesses through no fault of 

their own 

Significantly reduced government income through taxes and 

insurances 

What on earth is driving this thinking or are you happy to 

continue to ignore all the metrics including those above, and 

continue to see further squeezing of incomes and the vicious 

downward spiral that creates.  Ultimately that drives more of UK 

citizens into seeking state support further driving up welfare 
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dependency and re-cycling of governmental expenditure.  This 

directly therefore affects UK Debt levels and consequent interest 

to pay and an increasing loss of public funds to service such debt.  

There is no magic money tree. 

I look forward to learning what the increase will be and how you 

feel whatever this is, provides further value for money.   Many of 

if not all of us are having to “tighten our belts” and adjust our 

lifestyles accordingly, what differentiates South Glos differently 

to that of the people it is supposed to be serving. 

In making these observations I have no issues with increasing 

operational worker’s pay per AWE metrics.  AWE is significantly 

below 1.9% so you should cap your increases at that only. 

Alternatively your 3rd Party contracts need to be reviewed if not 

broken into to renegotiate if that is further driving cost increase 

beyond AWE metrics including Living Wage 

Lastly a big thanks to the front line workers including 3rd party 

partners staff for helping keeping things open and going during 

these difficult times for us all 

Thank you for proving the means for me as a voter and 

“customer” of your services to have my say, and whilst I 

understand an LA can never have a 121 relationship overall rather 

12Many I’m appreciative to be able to voice my thoughts on this 

matter.  

Regards 

Part 2: 

Sir/Madam 

Apologies I was distracted when compiling this note, and left a 

metric and reference off….from the last set of published accounts 

and snipped below…. 

 

So 58% of respondents don’t think you offer good value for 

money, a sizeable gap from those that do in any measure.  

Another metric to consider or are you also choosing to ignore 

that real life measure as well.  

Pucklechurch Parish 

Council 

Dear Sirs 

Consultation on the council budget 2021/22 
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As an agenda item at its meeting on 2nd December 2020, 

Pucklechurch Parish Council considered the consultation survey 

in some detail. The council was extremely disappointed at the 

poor quality of the survey and resolved to complain. 

Pucklechurch Parish Council takers great care in considering 

South Gloucestershire Council consultations and constructively 

responds to them. In this instance, there are huge ramifications 

for potential budget cuts to services which will have a major 

impact on the lives of residents of South Gloucestershire. Yet 

despite the seriousness of budget cuts, this survey appears 

cobbled together. It lacks specificity, has insufficient supporting 

information, many questions lack clarity or are vague. Too many 

questions are weighted whilst some are actually misleading. 

All the above form barriers and prevent the council from being 

able to provide informed answers. Even data collection questions 

contain errors where, for example, the values in question 10 bear 

no relation to the question. Consultations and community 

engagement are meant to be meaningful if they are to be part of 

effective community governance. The poor quality of this survey 

does nothing to contribute to this. 

Yate Town Council It is acknowledged that the setting of the budget for South 

Gloucestershire Council (SGC) this year is beset with many 

incredible hurdles and challenges, the likes of which have never 

been seen before. 

However, it is hoped that whatever the budget is accepted by 

SGC, it can be robustly sustainable during the rigours of the 

coming financial year and onwards, for the benefit of Yate and 

South Gloucestershire residents. 
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Appendix: copy of surveys 

A. Copy of Residents and viewpoint survey (showing original and updated 
Qs7 and 10) 
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Original survey Q7: 
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Updated survey Q7: 
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Original survey showing Q10: 

 
 
 



Council Budget 2021-22 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report Interim 
version   69 
 
 

Updated survey without Q10: 
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B. Copy of Organisations survey 
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