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KEY FINDINGS   

This summary is based on 1,241 responses from residents to the budget consultation. 
914 responses were received through two phases of a residentsô survey, and 327 
responses were received from members of the Viewpoint citizenôs panel. This is a 
slightly lower response overall compared to last year (1,488). 
 
The methodology this year has differed to that of previous years, with two separate 
consultation phases being run due to the release of additional information part-way 
through the consultation period.   
 
The phase 1 consultation period ran from 17th October 2022 until 5th December, and 
the phase 2 consultation ran from 6th December to 15th January 2023.  

 

 
Council Tax Options  
  
From 17 October to 5 December respondents were asked to indicate preference for 
three Council tax options: Option A, an increase of 2.99%, Option B, an increase of 
1.99% and Option C, freeze council tax at the current level. 
 
From 6 December to 15 January respondents were asked to indicate a preference for 
four Council tax options: Option1 - an increase of 4.99%, Option 2 - an increase of 
2.99%, Option 3 - an increase of 1.99% or Option 4 ï freeze council tax at current 
level. 
 
Å Overall across the two phases of the consultation, 74% of respondents were 
in favour of some kind of council tax increase in 23/24 (vs 63% in last yearôs 
consultation) 

Å Of the respondents who took part in Phase 1 (513 participants) and had 3 
options to select from, the most popular option was A. +2.99%, which 45% of 
respondents selected. This compares to 25% choosing Option B. +1.99% and 28% 
choosing Option C to freeze council tax at its current level. 

Å Of the respondents who took part in Phase 2 (n=663) and had the additional 
option of a 4.99% increase, Option 1 of +4.99% was the most frequently preferred 
option, selected by 33% of respondents vs. 26% who chose Option 2 +2.99%, 18% 
who chose Option 3 +1.99% and 21% who chose Option 4 to freeze council tax. 
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Addressing Rising Cost Pressures: The next year 2023-24 

There was broad support from respondents for all of the proposed savings 
proposals: 
 
¶ 55% of Phase 2 respondents felt that the savings of £11.27m to be achieved 
by different ways of working were óabout rightô, and 25% said it was ótoo littleô. 
(57% of Phase 1 respondents felt this method would be about right for £10.35m 
of savings) 

 

¶ 53% of Phase 2 respondents felt that savings of £0.11m by introducing more 
new technology & automation was óabout rightô, and 29% said it was ótoo littleô.  
 

¶ 46% of Phase 2 respondents felt that the savings of £1.45m through increasing 
fees and charges was óabout rightô and 26% said it was ótoo littleô. (A lower 
amount of £1.23m was proposed during Phase 1 but only 36% felt it would be 
about right and 35% said it was too little). 
 

There is greatest support for savings to be made through cost recovery: 
 

¶ 41% of Phase 2 respondents felt that the savings of £0.14m to be achieved by 
cost recovery was óabout rightô with more (45%) feeling it was ótoo littleô.  

 

Service Level Options for the next year 2023 ï 2024 

 

¶ There is good support for all proposed service changes for Children and Young 
People 

¶ There is more balanced support for the proposed changes to services for 
Communities, with slightly closer levels of respondents who disagree to those 
who agree. 

¶ Regarding Environment and Sustainability services, there is strong support for 
the proposed changes to the taxi marshal service and streetlights, however 
there is overall opposition to the proposed changes to Street Care. 

¶ There is overall support for the proposed changes to Health and Care, however 
there is more limited support of the proposal to change the carersô grant. 

¶ There is strong support for the majority of proposed changes to services for 
Households, however there less agreement to the proposal to cease direct 
funding for the Specialist Victim Support Service. 

¶ There is overall support for the proposed changes to the services for Wellbeing. 
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Addressing Rising Cost Pressures: The next 5 ï 10 Years 
 
Of the longer-term approaches outlined, the most strongly supported remain the same 
as last year: 

¶ Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings (90% 
agreement) 

¶ Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more efficient 
ways of working (89% agreement) 

¶ Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies (82% agreement) 

¶ Using digital technology more widely to support the delivery of services (77% 
in agreement) 

 

Making more services available online has increased in support from 65% last year to 
75% this year. 

 

The least favoured approaches are the same as last year: 

¶ Reducing the quality of some services provided (20% support vs. disagreement 
at 61%) 

¶ Scaling back or stop providing some services (28% agreement vs 45% 
disagreement)  

¶ Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies (22% 
agree with this approach, 58% disagree). 

 
 
Trust in the Council 
 

¶ 44% agreed that the Council can be relied on to consistently deliver services, -
1 percentage point less than last year. 
 

¶ 40% agreed that the Council is clear and honest about what it does and why, 
an increase of 1 percentage point from last year.   
 

¶ 37% agreed that the Council contributes towards improving the local area and 
residents' wellbeing, a decrease of 12 percentage points from last year, but 
slightly higher than the 33% of respondents who disagree with the statement. 
 

¶ 38% agreed that the Council has the publicôs' best interests at heart, a 1 
percentage point increase from last year. 37% disagreed with this statement. 
 

¶ Only 31% of respondents agreed that the Council works collaboratively with 
other organisations and the public, which is the same as last year. 

 
 



Council Budget 2023-24 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report                  
6 

 

 Satisfaction with Council services 
 

¶ On average there has been no change in Net Satisfaction Score across 
services. However, this includes a significant upturn in net satisfaction with 
highways and roads, from -25% last year (25% more dissatisfied respondents 
than satisfied ones), to 6% net satisfaction this year. 
 

¶ The highest levels of Net Satisfaction are for libraries (57%, no change year-
on-year), parks and open spaces (52% Net Satisfaction, down -16 percentage 
points on last year), followed by waste and recycling services (50% Net 
Satisfaction, but down -12 percentage points on last year). 
 

¶ The lowest levels of Net Satisfaction are for Planning (2%, but up +20 
percentage points on last year), local bus services (also 2% but down -12 
percentage points on last year), and childrenôs social services (also 2%, no 
change year-on-year) 

 
 

 Perceptions of the local area 
 
¶ Whilst most respondents are satisfied with their local area (73%), Net 

Satisfaction with local area continues to decline; a net score of 56% this year 
vs. 62% last year.. 
 

¶ Respondents were asked whether South Gloucestershire has become a better 

place to live, is the same or is worse. Over half, 50%, think that South 

Gloucestershire has stayed the same in the last two years, 43% believe it is 

worse (compared with 36% last year) and 5% think it is better (same as last 

year).  

 
 

Perceptions of the local council  

 

¶ 51% of respondents say they are satisfied with the way the Council runs things; 
this compares with 53% last year.   
 

¶ With 28% of respondents saying they are dissatisfied with the council, Net 
Satisfaction with the council continues to fall, decreasing -8 percentage points 
to 23% this year.  
 

¶ 67% feel they are kept informed about council services; an increase from 48% 
last year 
 

¶ 62% of respondents feel they are kept informed about changes (vs. 48% last 
year)  
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¶ 55% of respondents disagree that they can influence local decisions (vs. 54% 

last year) and only 16% agree. 

 

¶ 32% of respondents feel the Council does a great deal or fair amount to act on 

the concerns of residents, a small decrease from last year (34%).  

  
 

Equalities 

The accompanying EqIAA provides analysis of any differences in results for BAME 

respondents and people with other protected characteristics seen in this yearôs budget 

survey.  
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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 savings plan we propose putting in place to make sure we have a balanced 
budget.  

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

council budget, council tax, proposed savings and the implications for services 
 

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

Á Engage, seek views and gather opinion on the options and proposals for the 
councilôs budget and services 
 

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

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

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

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

Á Provide decision makers with information to assist them in making informed 
decisions about the councilôs budget and savings plan 
 

Á Seek the views of residents on views on council tax   
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Survey Methodology 

 

The consultation ran in two phases. Phase 1 ran from 17 October to 5 December and 
asked questions about spending priorities and council tax based on the information 
we had at that time. 

 

Phase 2 ran from 6 December to 15 January and asked questions about spending 
priorities, proposed savings and council tax based on updated information. 

 

We also asked questions about satisfaction with services, priorities for future 
spending, and perceptions of the council and South Gloucestershire as an area across 
both phases of the consultation. 

 

Phase 1 

Á A paper survey was sent to approximately 5,000 randomly selected addresses 
in South Gloucestershire (see appendix 1) 
 

Á An online survey was available for residents on the councilôs consultation 
webpage 
 

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

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

Phase 2 

Á An online survey was available for residents on the councilôs consultation 
webpage, promoted through the residents newsletter and across multiple forms 
of media 
 

Á The survey was sent to all members of South Gloucestershire Councilôs citizen 
panel: Viewpoint in online and paper form. All responses which reached the 
team by the closing date were included in analysis.  
 

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

Á Email notifications were sent to a wide range of consultees including all 
councillors, town & parish councils, CVS organisations, local MPs, Federation 
of Small Businesses and environmental groups 
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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 councilôs overall budget including 
expenditure areas and income sources and links to information about the 
proposed council budget, capital programme and medium-term financial plan. 

¶ Proposals for savings across the different work areas of the council 

¶ Details of the options for council tax levels in 2023-24 and links to further 
information about council tax 

¶ Details of how people could participate in the consultation process  

¶ 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: 
 

Budget Consultation Webpage 

 

Phase 1 of the consultation period ran from 17th October 2022 until 5th December 2022, 
and phase 2 ran from 6th December 2022 to 15th January 2023.  

 

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 yearôs response was a little higher compared to last yearôs 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 citizenôs panel.  
 
Table 1: Survey sample and response rate 
 

Method Surveys 
returned 

Surveys 
dispatched 

Response 
rate 

Resident survey (phase 1) 483 5,000 
households 

Not available 

Resident survey (phase 2) 431 0 Not available 

Viewpoint citizens panel 327 1,678 19% 

Letter and emails 24 N/A N/A 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/budget23/consultationHome
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/budget23/consultationHome
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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%. 
 
Comments 
 
Due to the large number of comments made as part of this consultation process, 
comments have been grouped by theme for inclusion in this output report. 
 
A full copy of all comments made is available on request.   
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Consultation Survey Findings 

Council Tax Options 

 
Each year the council asks about proposed council tax levels for future years. 
This year respondents were asked to indicate preference for three Council tax options 
if they participated in Phase 1: Option A, an increase of 2.99%, Option B, an increase 
of 1.99% and Option C, freeze council tax at the current level. 
 
Or four options if they participated in Phase 2:  Option1 ï an increase of 4.99%, Option 
2 ï an increase of 2.99%, Option 3 ï an increase of 1.99%, and Option 4 of a freeze 
in council tax at the current level. 

 
¶ Overall, 74% of respondents were in favour of some level of council tax 

increase in 2022/23 (this compares with 63% last year) 

¶ Phase 2 respondents were most likely to select Option 1 +4.99% as their 
preference (33%) 

¶ Phase 1 respondents were most likely to select Option A +2.99% as the most 
preferred option (45%) 

 
Table 2: Phase 2 responses to Q16 ñWhich of the following options would you prefer?ò  

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents Total 

Base size 324 339 663 

Option 1: +4.99% 37% 29% 33% 

Option 2: +2.99% 25% 26% 26% 

Option 3: +1.99% 16% 20% 18% 

Option 4: Freeze council tax at current level 21% 22% 21% 

No preference 1% 1% 1% 

Don't know 1% 1% 1% 

Base: Phase 2 respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Table 3: Phase 1 responses to Q15 ñWhich of the following options would you prefer?ò  

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents 

Base size N/A 513 

Option A: +2.99%  45% 

Option B: +1.99%  25% 

Option C: Freeze council tax at current level  28% 

No preference  1% 

Don't know  0% 

Base: Phase 1 respondents (n = see individual columns) 
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Looking at how participants responded based on their Council Tax Band, there are no 

significant differences in preference. 

Respondents in Phase 1 were asked if they would support a council tax rise greater 

than 3.99% should Government relax the current annual council tax increase 

thresholds. 

The majority of respondents (66%) opposed a council tax increase above 3.99% with 

most of these strongly opposing it (45%). Just 25% were in favour.  

Table 4 Q7: Should Government relax the current annual council tax increase thresholds, to 

what extent would you support or oppose a council tax rise greater than 3.99%? 

Respondents Phase 1 

respondents 

Base size: 506 

Strongly support 7% 

Somewhat support 18% 

Neither support nor oppose 9% 

Somewhat oppose 21% 

Strongly oppose 45% 

Base: Phase 1 respondents (506) 
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Addressing Rising Cost Pressures 
 
The next year 
 
Respondents were asked to consider the proposed savings for 2023-24 by category.  
However, the figures changed between Phase 1 and 2, summarised in the table below: 
 
Table 5: Category of savings by phase of consultation 

 Phase 1 Phase 2 
Different ways of working £10.36m / 82% £11.27m / 87% 

Introducing more new technology and automation £0.35m / 3% £0.11m / 1% 

Increasing fees and charges £1.23m /10% £1.45m / 11% 

Cost recovery £0.60m /5% £0.14m / 1% 

 
 

¶ Savings to be made through different ways of working were considered óabout 
rightô by most of Phase 2 respondents (55%) and Phase 1 respondents (57%). 

 

¶ The amount of savings being made by introducing more new technology and 
automation is considered óabout rightô by just over half of Phase 2 respondents 
(53%) but less than half of Phase 1 respondents (45%), who almost are just as 
likely to consider it as too little (43%). 
 

¶ The savings proposed by increasing fees and charges is considered to be about 
right by less than half of respondents in Phase 2 (46%), and only about a third 
of Phase 1 respondents (36%) who are equally likely to consider it to be too 
little (35%). 

 

¶ During Phase 1 ócost recoveryô is proposed as a larger source of savings, 
however respondents are much more likely to consider it to be too little (43% 
vs. 36% say it is about right). Whereas in Phase 2, where cost recovery has 
been reduced there are almost as many respondents who believe it is about 
right as those who think it is too little (41% vs 45%). 

 
Table 6: How do you feel about the proposed savings by category: Phase 2  

 Too little About right Too much 

Different ways of working to save £11.27m, 
87% of savings (n=711) 25% 55% 11% 

Introducing more new technology & automation 
to save £0.11m, 1% of savings (n=713) 29% 53% 10% 

Increasing fees and charges to save £1.45m, 
11% of savings (n=713) 26% 46% 21% 

Cost recovery to save £0.14m, 1% of savings 
(n=699) 45% 41% 5% 

Base size: see individual rows 
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Table 7: How do you feel about the proposed savings by category: Phase 1 

 Too little About right Too much 

Different ways of working to save £10.36m 
(82% of savings) 14% 57% 17% 

Introducing more new technology & automation 
to save £0.35m (3% of savings) 43% 45% 10% 

Increasing fees and charges to save £1.23m 
(10% of savings) 35% 36% 18% 

Increasing the recovery of our costs by £0.60m 
(5% of savings) 47% 36% 14% 

Base size: see individual rows 

Phase 1 comments 
Table 8 Q3 If you have any comments on the proposed savings by category please let us know 
ï Phase 1 

 
Base: Phase 1 comments to Q3 (n= 139). Some respondents made more than one comment 

Theme Number of comments % of comments

Negative feedback on savings and process

Request to stop wasting money / resources / council represents

poor VFM
17 12%

Council needs different ways of working to be more efficient 12 9%

Scepticism - Don't believe this strategy will work / save enough

money
12 9%

Adverse effect on most vulnerable/should be helping or considering

more
5 4%

Fees are too high / Increasing charges bad idea 3 2%

Don't raise Council Tax / increase is too much 3 2%

Need to listen to residents better 2 1%

Opposition to any cuts 2 1%

Cost of living crisis / inflation is hurting residents 3 2%

Against automation (effect on digitally excluded, staff redundancies) 1 1%

Fear of job losses 1 1%

Risks making services worse / not good enough 1 1%

Suggestions for savings

Support more online/ invest in technology/ help those working from

home with tech etc
15 11%

Charge more for services (developers,utilities should pay more) 15 11%

Increase cost recovery 12 9%

Cuts for non essential services (e.g. libraries, street lights) 6 4%

Need more support for non digital residents 3 2%

Reduce staff costs 2 1%

Reduce pay of highest earners within the Council 2 1%

Move locations/reduce office space 1 1%

Work with other councils 1 1%

General comments on funding and services

Existing services underfunded 9 6%

Need to take account of climate issues/pollution 2 1%

Support for proposals

Any cuts good 1 1%

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous comments 13 9%

Don't know / no comment 2 1%
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Phase 2 comments 

Respondents were asked if they had any comments on the proposed savings by 
category.   

Many respondents (54 comments, 15%) felt that they needed more information to 
be able to make a decision, because the wording of the proposals was too vague. 
Several also thought that the council needs different ways of working in order to be 
efficient (34 comments, 10%) or were sceptical that these approaches would save 
enough money (21 comments, 6%).  

 

 

 

  

 
Several respondents took the opportunity to suggest other ways to make savings or 
generate income. 30 comments (9%) mentioned charging more for services, e.g. 
from developers and utilities companies, and 25 comments (7%) mentioned cost 
recovery as a good idea.  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

There a small number of comments in support of the proposals (12 comments, 3%).  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

άThe Council should be looking for developers and the like to be paying the full cost 
of ANY service provided by the authority. Developers are rapidly destroying large 
areas of South Gloucestershire and adding little value to the existing residents. This 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘΧέ 

άInsufficient information provided to be able to fairly assess the proposed 
changes. Information should be presented in relation to prev. year spend 
per area, and even then it doesn't clearly set out the impact of proposed 
cuts or how this would change with more / less savingέ 

Cost recovery ... encourage developers to put in realistic/appropriate proposals first time 
to meet council requirements. If they don't and then try and go through several iterations 
ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜƳ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀǊƎŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘΧέ 

άHaving just the figures without the underlying assumptions and supporting 
detail makes it very difficult to assess the impacts of the measure(s) being 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΦέ 

άAny savings are a bonus, as I really rely on my library for emails (my office, as 
no home wifi) and of course my printing, scanning and life-saving books to 
read. So to keep the open access going any other savings are a win win.έ 
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Table 9 Q3 If you have any comments on the proposed savings by category please let us know 
ï Phase 2 
 

 
Base: Phase 2 total comments to Q3 (n= 352). Some respondents mentioned more than one 

theme 
  

Theme Number of comments % of comments

Negative feedback on savings and process

Need more info to make a decision (consultation too vague, not

enough detail, confusing wording)
54 15%

Council needs different ways of working to be more efficient 34 10%

Scepticism - Don't believe this strategy will work / save enough

money
21 6%

Request to stop wasting money / resources / council represents

poor VFM
20 6%

Don't increase costs - e.g. green bins 17 5%

Adverse effect on most vulnerable/should be helping or considering

more
16 5%

Risks making services worse / not good enough 16 5%

Against automation (effect on digitally excluded, staff redundancies) 12 3%

Against new ways of working 10 3%

Fees are too high / Increasing charges bad idea 7 2%

Don't raise Council Tax / increase is too much 6 2%

Stop road/cycle proposals 5 1%

Need to listen to residents better 4 1%

Cost of living crisis / inflation is hurting residents 6 2%

Opposition to any cuts 3 1%

Fear of job losses 2 1%

Suggestions for savings

Charge more for services (developers, utilities should pay more) 30 9%

Increase cost recovery 25 7%

Reduce staff costs 9 3%

Not enough/increase automation 6 2%

Support more services online 6 2%

Move locations/reduce office space 6 2%

Need more support for non digital residents 6 2%

Need more front line staff / Reduce management 5 1%

Need to consider staff requirements (e.g. equipment, remote

working)
4 1%

Charge more for council services such as green bins/parking 4 1%

Cuts for non essential services (e.g. libraries, street lights) 2 1%

Council tax band review 2 1%

Work with other councils 1 0%

Residents should help themselves 1 0%

General comments on funding and services

General comment on council services 11 3%

Existing services under funded 6 2%

Support for proposals

Fine / Support 10 3%

Any cuts good 1 0%

Council has done well to manage a bad situation 1 0%

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous comments 13 4%

Don't know / no comment 2 1%
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Cumulative Impact  
 

Respondents were asked to tell us about how the Councilôs reductions in spending 

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

 

Phase 1 comments 
Table 10 Q4 ñWhat impact, if any, has the council's reductions in spending over the last ten 

years had on you, your local community or the services you receive? Please be as specific as 

possibleò - Phase 1 

 
 
Base: Phase 1 total comments to Q4 (n= 191). Some respondents mentioned more than one theme 

Theme
Number of 

comments

% of 

comments

Deterioration of the local area

Road issues: Roads/paths/drains in poor condition/issues with roadworks 53 28%

Waste services are poor (less collections, bin men throwing bins) 10 5%

Lack of street cleaning / Increasing litter/graffiti 3 2%

Problems with Urban Design / Development / Planning 4 2%

Slower response from council / councillors / harder to contact / customer

service poorer
3 2%

Communal/public areas not maintained or supported 3 2%

Lack of policing in local area / Increase in ASB or crime 2 1%

Wasting money/resources 1 1%

Reopen Thornbury highstreet 1 1%

Worse service provision

Services reduced (libarary, bus, waste, care) 21 11%

Public transport has got worse 8 4%

Worse quality of service 3 2%

Not enough / poor street lighting 1 1%

Unclear what standard of  council services should be 1 1%

Fewer people able to volunteer so non profit services suffering 1 1%

Website poor 1 1%

Limited impact / positive impact

No or little impact 32 17%

Positive impact on community and services 1 1%

Increased costs

Pay for more services / increased cost of services 5 3%

Increase in Council Tax 4 2%

Financial difficuties 1 1%

Impact on health & wellbeing

Lack of social care / worse pressure on health service 14 7%

Lack of care for vulnerable / elderly 2 1%

Reduced funding of services

Less resources for schools/CYP/ need more funding 4 2%

Misc

Don't know / no comment 12 6%
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Phase 2 comments 

 

Respondents felt that the cuts had led to a deterioration of the local area.  

 

Nearly a fifth of respondents mentioned issues with roads, both in terms of the 

condition of roads/paths, and also disruption caused by roadworks (155 mentions, 

27% of comments). This is similar to last year, when 24% of all comments mentioned 

roads and paths.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental issues were also of concern, with 14% of comments (79 mentions) 

mentioning problems with street cleaning, litter and graffiti, problems in green spaces, 

and fly tipping.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Worse service provision was mentioned in some form 171 times, with a focus on poor 

public transport (42 comments, 7%), library service cuts (29 comments, 5%) and 

a slower response from the council staff and elected members (28 comments, 5%).  

 

άThe verges and pavements and grids/drainage get worse by the year - nothing is ever 
done to clean & tidy them. Our lane should have been resurfaced years ago - we were 
told within 5 years of moving in - we've been here 10 years now and it's still not even 
got a date. The surface is now eroding by the day - not helped by you keep giving 
planning for more and more houses - the construction traffic damages it further on a 
daily basis.έ 

άThe general standard of road cleaning is terrible, the state of the roads are 
very poorέ 
 

άThe roads e.g. Tower Road South are in an appalling state and have not 
been resurfaced for years. The potholes in the roads are causing damages 
to cars. The Council has spent little money on road maintenance instead 
concentrating on roundabouts that are hideous and cause deaths e.g. 
Wraxall roundaboutέ 

άL ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ dirtier than it used to be with weeds and all sorts of 
rubbishΧέ 
Φέ 
έ 

άRoads are not kept clean - litter everywhere. Lack of flower planting and 
maintenance of open spaces Graffiti not cleared. General decline in the 
Kingswood area - however, this does not seem to be the case in all South Glos 
areas. Maybe a deliberate choice by the council to forget about this suburb?έ 
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148 comments (26%) stated that the cuts had led to limited or no impact, although 

some of those comments came with a caveat that finances may become tighter in 

future.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

άThe reduction of money into public transport has affected my family with the 
withdrawal of T2 which went to SGS college, Cribbs Causeway and Southmead 
Hospital to name a few. These are vital services for many especially the teenagers 
ǿƘƻ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƧƻōǎΦέ 

άAs a disabled resident I can't reach any local public transport unaided which is 
a disgrace. This is due to the state of the roads and pavements, and when the 
pavements are accessible, using the transport is impossible because they are 
ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ƻǾŜǊŎǊƻǿŘŜŘ ƻǊ Řƻƴϥǘ ǊǳƴΧέ 

άCannot say that reductions in spending has had any negative 
impact on us directly so far.έ 
 

άI have not noticed any impact to date, but if costs keep going up I may 
start to have difficulty paying for this (as my salary hasn't increased)έ 
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Table 11 Q4 ñWhat impact, if any, has the council's reductions in spending over the last ten 

years had on you, your local community or the services you receive? Please be as specific as 

possibleò - Phase 2 

 

Base: Phase 2 total comments to Q5 (n=570). Some respondents made more than one comment 

Theme
Number of 

comments

% of 

comments

Deterioration of the local area

Road issues: Roads/paths/drains in poor condition/issues with roadworks 155 27%

Environmental issues: lack of street cleaning / Increasing litter / graffiti /

green spaces neglected / fly tipping
79 14%

Thornbury High Street closure 15 3%

General decline in feel of local area 12 2%

Worse for cyclists 10 2%

Worse street lighting 8 1%

Lack of policing in local area / Increase in ASB or crime 5 1%

Focus on developers not residents 3 1%

Community groups not supported 5 1%

Shops closing 3 1%

Rural areas neglected 3 1%

Lack of day care facilities 1 0%

Worse service provision

Poor public transport 42 7%

Library services cut 29 5%

Slower response from council / councillors / harder to contact 28 5%

Waste service got worse 25 4%

General decline in quality of service 15 3%

Policing 14 2%

Services pushed online 6 1%

Planning issues 4 1%

Leisure centres 3 1%

Partner services cut back e.g. CAB 2 0%

Passing servces onto others 1 0%

Increase in council bureaucracy 1 0%

Worse services for disabled 1 0%

Limited impact / positive impact

No or little impact 148 26%

Cuts have been well managed 18 3%

Improved recycling 1 0%

Increased costs

Increase in Council Tax 37 6%

Pay more for green bins 26 5%

Pay for more services / increased cost of services 8 1%

Clean air charge 2 0%

Impact on health & wellbeing

Lack of social care / worse pressure on health service 33 6%

Reduction in services for children/families 22 4%

Reduction in youth services 10 2%

Lack of care for vulnerable / elderly 6 1%

Reduced funding of services

Less resources for schools/CYP/ need more funding 27 5%

Inefficiency

Wasting money/resources 15 3%
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Service Level Options for 2023-24 

 

Children and Young People 

All proposals were agreed with by the majority of Phase 2 respondents. 

Table 12: Q6 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Children and Young People?ò 

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 
Total 

Disagreement 

Review all remaining elements of non-statutory home to school 
transport provision (n=270) 

60% 16% 

We will undertake a review of the Preparing for Adulthood service, 
which provides a range of support to young people with disabilities, 
to ensure that it is supporting those with greatest need. From this 
review we will develop key performance indicators so that we can 
be sure that the work of the team is not being duplicated 
elsewhere, supports young people to live independent lives (as 
opposed to having to utilise residential provision as adults) and 
aligns with the needs identified within individual EHCPs. This 
review will determine the future size and scope of the team. 
(n=368) 

60% 18% 

These options include working with the Social Work Dept of a local 
University so they can review and assess our work against good 
practice guidance/new models of working and a programme 
supporting fathers to take an active role in caring for their children. 
It covers a range of areas and is proven to make a difference to 
both fathers and their children. We believe these are important 
aspects to our work and we would explore whether we might be 
able to progress these without resource.(n=370) 

56% 17% 

Phase 1 of the Recovery Curriculum programme, representing 
investment into education recovery post-Covid, has been very 
successful, with strong collaborative working and good educational 
outcomes. Strong leadership in our schools means that we can 
begin Phase 2 earlier than originally planned, embedding the work 
within mainstream school activity. (n=365) 

58% 11% 

In line with other local authorities, we will move to charging a small 
fee to continue offering cycle safety training, so the service covers 
its costs (n=365) 

64% 21% 

Base: Phase 2 respondents n=see individual rows 

Disabled respondents were more likely to disagree with the proposal to review all 

remaining elements of non-statutory home to school transport provision (28% vs 13% 

non-disabled respondents who disagreed).  

Respondents who had a dependent in their household were also more likely to 

disagree with the first proposal (30% vs. 11% disagree for those with no dependents) 

and the second proposal on the Preparing for Adulthood service (33% disagree vs 

12% no dependents). 

Respondents of retirement age were significantly less likely to agree with the proposal 

to work with the Social Work Department of a local university to review good practice 

(44% agree vs. 70% under 45 or 57% aged 45-64). 
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Communities 

Just over half of respondents agreed with the proposed changes for South Glos 

Homes, Anti-Social Behaviour, and financial support for the voluntary and community 

sector.  

Just less than half of respondents (44%) agreed with the proposals for a reduction in 

public health funding for voluntary sector organisations supporting vulnerable adults 

and carers. Disagreement is driven by female respondents (44% vs 31% male), those 

aged 18-44 (48%), and respondents with dependents (60%) 

Almost half of respondents agree with proposed reductions in funding or support for 

voluntary groups in the heritage sector, while 31% disagree. Respondents with 

dependents are more likely to disagree (42% vs 25% no dependents).  

 

Table 13: Q7 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Communities?ò  

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 
Total 

Disagreement 

South Glos Homes is the in-house social lettings agency designed 
to forge links with the private rented sector to bring on properties for 
temporary accommodation and for homelessness prevention and 
relief. We will review this service to reduce its cost either through 
reduced use of temporary accommodation or a reduction in 
resource. 

55% 29% 

Reduction in public health contribution to funding for services 
delivered through the voluntary sector for vulnerable adults and 
carers. Officers would work across the authority in partnership with 
our valued VCSE to identify impact on specific funding streams, 
contracts and grants. Together we would seek to agree priorities for 
remaining funds, and work to develop and address sustainability 
across the sector. 

44% 34% 

We will review how we address reports of Anti-Social Behaviour to 
support the police's responsibilities by providing support, guidance 
and signposting to residents. 

55% 27% 

Voluntary and community sector organisations in need of financial 
support would be able to get support from CVS South 
Gloucestershire on how to apply to other funding bodies and we 
would like more organisations to develop fundraising capacities so 
that that they do not rely on Member Award Funding and Area Wide 
Grants with £1k per member funding retained for 2023/24 and 
2024/25. 

59% 22% 

South Gloucestershire has a very active heritage sector, which is 
largely volunteer-led. The council currently provides some support 
to these groups, opportunities for funding through alternative 
sources would be investigated although if unsuccessful the service 
could be withdrawn. Grant funding direct to museums would still be 
provided. 

49% 31% 
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Environment and Sustainability  

There is strong support for the proposed changes to the taxi marshal service and street 

lights, however there is overall opposition to the proposed changes to Street Care, 

with more respondents disagreeing than agreeing with these options. There is no 

significant variation in opinion by type of respondent. 

Table 14: Q8 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Environment and Sustainability?ò  

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 

Total 

Disagreement 

Challenges in procuring the current taxi marshal service for our 
night-time economy hotspots means it is not feasible to continue 
delivery once the existing contract ends. Public order remains the 
responsibility of the police and licensees and we would work with 
them both to identify whether they need to recommission alternative 
support as the scheme is withdrawn over the coming year. 

71% 18% 

We will reduce the illumination of street lights by 25% after 11pm 
alongside capturing the benefits driven by our LED replacement 
programme in terms of repairs and maintenance. 

76% 14% 

Reducing the size of the Street Care operational teams and 
removing a gully machine from the fleet would contribute to our 
need to reduce spending and we would continue to explore 
opportunities for capitalising through the Local Transport Capital 
Programme where possible. Street Care assets would continue to 
be monitored however intervals between programmed work would 
be lengthened. 

31% 44% 

Reducing the size of Street Care support teams will contribute to 
our need to reduce spending and we would continue to explore 
opportunities for capitalising through the Local Transport Capital 
Programme where possible. Highway conditions would continue to 
be monitored however response times to issues raised would need 
to be lengthened. 

26% 49% 

 

Health and Care  

Improving the efficiency of quality assurance of care homes has the strongest support 

(57%), whilst changes to the carerôs grant receives the most disagreement (35%). 

There are no significant differences between participantsô agreement based on the 

type of respondent, including whether they are a carer or consider themselves to be 

disabled / have a long-term health condition. 
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Table 15: Q9 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Health and Care?ò  

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 

Total 

Disagreement 

We will review the contribution made by Adult Social Care to the 
VCSE and our staff resourcing for commissioning and engagement 
activities, working across the authority in partnership with the VCSE 
to agree priorities for the remaining funds working to develop and 
address sustainability across the sector. 

48% 19% 

Approaches to quality assurance for care homes will be considered, 
to maximise efficiency and outcomes. 

57% 20% 

We will review our Information, Advice and Guidance offer to 
reduce resourcing whilst retaining the core service requirements. 

50% 18% 

Within our Information Advice and Guidance team, we will not 
backfill the remaining 0.4 Full Time Employee Team Manager 
position following reduction to 0.6, limiting further strategic 
development of platform and its use. 

45% 17% 

The carers grant is available to carers to help meet their needs in 
providing care. The proposals to amend the grant to a one-off fixed 
payment of £200 per carer per cared-for person and continues the 
council's shift from universal provision to person centred support. 
We will continue to support Carers following an assessment and 
eligibility decision, either through services directly for the Carer or 
the person they care for. 

45% 34% 

 

Households  

There is strong support for the majority of proposed changes to services, however 
there is a substantial amount of disagreement (33%) to the proposal to cease direct 
funding for the Specialist Victim Support Service. This disagreement is stronger 
amongst respondents aged under 45 (51%). Female respondents are also less likely 
to agree with the proposal (44% vs 57% of male respondents). 

 

Table 16: Q10 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Households?ò  

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 

Total 

Disagreement 

We will no longer directly fund the Specialist Victim Support 
Service. Support would be available through partners such as 
Police and Lighthouse. 

51% 33% 

The proposal will see the Contact Centre and One Stop Shop 
service provision continue, whilst opening hours would be reviewed 
to meet times of peak customer demand, allowing the council to 
make a saving. 

67% 17% 

Library provision to remain in place in all 12 areas; opening hours 
will be reviewed to maximise use of open access technology whilst 
protecting access to services such as Summer Reading Challenge. 

65% 21% 

The council currently provides a newsletter to South Glos rents 
twice a year. This would cease and future communications would 
continue through remaining channels. 

71% 13% 
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Wellbeing  

There is overall support for the proposed change to services affecting wellbeing. The 
only statistically significant difference in respondentsô opinion is regarding the Welfare 
Grant Scheme, which respondents with dependents are far more likely to disagree 
with (33%) than those without dependents (13%). 

 

Table 17 Q11 ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed savings regarding 

Wellbeing?ò  

Proposal 
Total 

Agreement 

Total 

Disagreement 

We will undertake a full review and options analysis of 
commissioning of the wellbeing element of integrated healthy 
lifestyles and wellbeing services and related Council led community 
engagement work to promote healthy lifestyles and improve mental 
health and wellbeing. 

60% 16% 

No amendments have been made to the Local Council Tax 
Reduction Scheme since 2020/21. We will review the scheme and 
develop options for reducing the overall spend. Proposed changes 
would be subject to Full Council approval in February 2024 prior to 
potential implementation from 1 April 2024. 

56% 14% 

The council's Welfare Grant Scheme currently provides support to 
residents of £130k per annum. This proposal will fund the scheme 
through the Community Resilience Fund for two years before 
considering options for phasing out from 2025/26 

55% 16% 

 
Phase 2 respondents were asked for any other comments on the proposals for service 

reductions over the next one to four years.  

 

30 comments (27%) gave suggestions for savings ideas, including reducing staff 

headcount, cutting services not listed in the consultation, investing in preventative 

services to reduce future costs, and re-evaluating council tax bands.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

29 comments were opposing the cuts, either in relation to a specific service like 

libraries (6 comments, 5%) or healthy lifestyles (5 comments, 5%), or in general due 

to the impact it will have on residents, especially the most vulnerable (5 comments, 

5%).  

άIt is important to recognise the importance of prevention - better to stop 
something going badly wrong for someone before they require significant levels 
of support. Usually this is a cheaper and more effective way of workingέ 

άReduce buildings space, reduce headcount, remote workingΧέ 
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There were 22 comments (20%) related to the consultation being too vague and 

giving insufficient detail to be able to properly respond.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

άAs a local headteacher I am already seeing the devastating impact of existing 
cuts on families. Our systems are broken beyond belief. The above will only 
make this irreparably worse. We need a change of Government ASAPέ 
 

άStaffed Library provision is important to be maintained to assist 
vulnerable people access the services provided, and to help with 
community engagement. Also a community with healthy lifestyles and 
good mental wellbeing impacts by becoming being less in need of support 
from services as they are more able to support themselves.έ 

άFor many of these questions I have answered "Neither Agree or Disagree" 
because the statement of intent is un-intelligible to the average person!έ 
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Table 18 Q12 ñIf you have any comments on the proposals for service reductions over the next 

one to four years, please let us knowò: 

 

Base: Total comments to Q12 (n=111). Some respondents mentioned more than one theme 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme
Number of 

comments

% of 

comments

Savings ideas

Savings ideas including reducing headcount, cutting services, investing in

prevention, re-evaluating council tax bands
30 27%

Opposition to savings

Opposition to individual cuts to services 8 7%

Opposition to library cuts 6 5%

Opposition to healthy lifestyles funding 5 5%

All cuts will have detrimental impact / cuts will impact most vulnerable 5 5%

Don't change streetlighting 3 3%

Don't reduce carers payments 2 2%

Complaints about the consultation / organisation

Consultation too vague / insufficient detail 22 20%

Central government holds blame 5 5%

Mention of Thornbury 1 1%

Complaint about waste service 1 1%

General comments on cuts

Potential knock-on impact of savings in one area adding to costs elsewhere 7 6%

Request to take action and stop doing reviews 5 5%

Unfair allocation of money across different areas 2 2%

Concern about those who can't/don't use digital 2 2%

Savings have been pushed too far into the future 2 2%

Request for more funding / increased income 2 2%

Comments on savings plan process 2 2%

Focus support on all rather than individual groups / less focus on minority groups 2 2%

Unfair spread of staff reductions 1 1%

Opposition to staff redundancies 1 1%

Should prioritise support for the most vulnerable 1 1%

More savings needed 1 1%

Savings ideas

Savings ideas including reducing headcount, cutting services, investing in

prevention, re-evaluating council tax bands
30 27%

Support for savings

General support for savings approach 5 5%
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The next 5 ï 10 years 

 
The consultation survey outlined a range of approaches that the council is exploring 

to deliver the Council savings plan in the longer term. Respondents were asked to 

state how strongly they agreed or disagreed with each of them. 

 

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

¶ Making more efficient use of council assets such as land and buildings, net 
agreement of 87% 

¶ Changing working practices to make better use of technology and more efficient 
ways of working, net agreement of 85% 

¶ Working in partnership and sharing services with other councils and public 
sector agencies, 80% agreement, net agreement of 74% 

 
The least favoured approaches have more respondents who disagree with the 
approach vs. those who agree with it, resulting in a negative net agreement score. 
However, scaling back or stopping services has seen an increase of 18% net 
agreement since last year, and reducing the quality of services has seen an increase 
of 12% in net agreement from last year, meaning a trend of increasing opposition over 
the years to these ideas has been reversed.  

¶ Scaling back or stop providing some services had 17% more respondents 
disagree than agree with this approach (only 28% agreement) 

¶ Transferring services to other organisations like commercial companies had 
22% agreement and 58% disagreement, meaning the majority of respondents 
did not like this concept, with no change from last year. 

¶ Reducing the quality of some services had 61% agreement and only 20% 
agreement. 
 

The greatest rise in support from last year was a 45% increase in net agreement with 

ótransferring services to other organisations like community groups, social enterprises 

and town and parish councilsô, which went from most respondents disagreeing to 41% 

agreement. 

Increasing fees and charges for some services saw a significant increase of 34 

percentage points more agreement than last year, perhaps due to a mention of this 

type of saving earlier in the questionnaire familiarising respondents with the concept.  



Council Budget 2023-24 and Savings Plan Consultation Output Report                  
30 

 

Table 18: Q9/14 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? 

Approach 

Base 
size 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Net 
Agreement 

Difference 
vs. last year 

Making more efficient use of 
council assets such as land and 

buildings 1,138 90% 3% 87% +2% 

Changing working practices to 
make better use of technology 

and more efficient ways of 
working 1,137 88% 3% 85% +7% 

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

agencies 1,136 82% 8% 74% +1% 

Using digital technology more 
widely to support the delivery of 

services 1,128 77% 8% 69% +13% 

Making more services available 
online 1,135 75% 9% 66% +19% 

Targeting resources on the most 
vulnerable and people most in 

need 1,128 75% 13% 63% +7% 

Increasing fees and charges for 
some services 1,131 56% 26% 30% +34% 

Encouraging more people to 
volunteer their time to become 

involved in the delivery of 
services 1,137 49% 22% 27% +5% 

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

town and parish councils 1,137 41% 31% 10% +45% 

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

vulnerable 1,132 42% 38% 4% +15% 

Scaling back or stop providing 
some services 1,129 28% 45% -17% +18% 

Transferring services to other 
organisations like commercial 

companies 1,149 22% 58% -35% +0% 

Reducing the quality of some 
services provided 1,125 20% 61% -42% +12% 

 
Base: All respondents (n= see base size column for individual approaches) 
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Comments or suggestions about the budget and council 

savings plan 

Phase 1 comments 
Table 19 Q18 ñPlease use this space to make any other comments about the budgetò: - Phase 1 

 

Base: Total comments to Phase 1 Q18 (n=111). Some respondents mentioned more than one theme 

Theme
Number of 

comments
% of comments

Please use this space to make any other comments about the budget: 

Concern with overall levels of tax

Worry about those struggling with cost of living / inflation / I can't afford

increase
32 23%

Taxes should not increase/already high 15 11%

Review council tax system/ Criticism of CT 13

No tax rise above 2.99% / gradual increase not a sharp one 9 6%

Concern with overall levels of tax and proposals

Stop wasting money / bad VFM / no trust in council to use money well 28 20%

Need more info/detail to comment/ too vague / misleading 7 5%

Issues with Planning department 7 5%

Negative impact on quality / availability of services 5 4%

Waste services improvements and issues 4 3%

Impact of services moving online (elderly,digitally excluded) 3 2%

Road/highway improvments and issues 2 1%

Harder times mean we will need council services more not less 2 1%

Scepticism 2 1%

Bad communications 2 1%

Impact of new housing developments (not enough infrastructure) 1 1%

Suggestions for cuts in spending

Reduce management costs / make redundancies 10 7%

Need more efficient ways of working, reduce spending, concentrate on

core services
6 4%

Improve tech/ digital 4 3%

Reduce welfare / support for charities 4 3%

Charge more in fees 2 1%

Pay charities you use better / don't rely on free volunteers 2 1%

Stop outscourcing 2 1%

Unecesary to create new parish/town councils 2 1%

Criticism of central government 2 1%

Stricter enforcement 1 1%

Charge for parking 1 1%

Bring later cuts forward 1 1%

WECA 1 1%

Reduce no. of councillors 1 1%

Transport (reduce public transport subsidees) 1 1%

Support for increases in tax / suggestion for taxes

A tax increase is necessary to support services 7 5%

Support / seems like only way / makes sense 5 4%

Council is doing a good job in difficult circumstances 1 1%

Prioritisation of funding

More funding for the elderly/vulnerable /disabled 9 6%

Need even more money for social care 6 4%

More funding for CYP/social care services 1 1%

Suggestions for increases in income

Council needs more funding from Central Government 4 3%
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Phase 2 comments 

The theme of the comments overall was concern about the level of cuts mixed with 

the increase in council tax, however there was no clear agreement as to what the 

answer was to this problem.  

Respondents were concerned that those on low incomes and already struggling with 

the cost of living may not be able to absorb the proposed increase in council tax (54 

comments, 15%). Many (37 comments, 11%) felt that taxes were already high and 

therefore shouldnôt rise any further. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

However, a larger number of comments (48 mentions, 14%) stated that a tax increase 

was necessary to support services. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

41 comments (12%) mentioned concern about specific proposals and general council 

operations, but there was no proposal that stood out as drawing the most concern.  

 

 

 

άGiven the forthcoming rises in household costs how on earth do expect 
local people to be able to pay yet more for local government services?έ 

άPeople are struggling now with the energy crisis and everything 
except wages going up, an increase now would create hardship 
and put more demand on council services.έ  
 

άIt is unreasonable to expect residents to pay more for their council tax given the current 
economic situation and the cost of fuel etc. Too many people are already facing severe 
hardship without adding to their misery with the additional costs of council tax. Too many 
people are turning to food banks etcΧέ 
 

άNo one wants increases but I can understand that if services are to be 
continued and provided money has to come from somewhere! I don't 
want vulnerable people to be left to get on with it and not be able to 
access the support and help they need.έ 

άI am in favour of the maximum increase in order to protect services for the 
most vulnerable- however, I am fortunate enough to have reasonable 
pensions and am still mobile and independent- I realise that there will be a 
lot of residents who will struggle with the increase, on top of food and 
energy costs.έ 
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There were multiple comments giving suggestions about cuts in spending or 

increases in income, with overall organisational efficiency (20 comments, 6%) and the 

need to save on staff costs (16 comments, 5%) featuring frequently.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

There were also a number of comments on prioritisation, with respondents feeling 

that funding decisions should prioritise the elderly, vulnerable and disabled (17 

comments) and childrenôs and social care services (16 comments).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

άThis needs to happen in order to support the elderly and the vulnerable in 
our community and to help with all aspects of social care. How we support 
the most vulnerable shows who we are as a communityέ 
 

άWe cannot have services provided without paying a contribution. It is 
imperative to better fund the care sector urgently.έ 

άSack 40% of SGC management to achieve the necessary savings. The effect 
on residents will be imperceptible!?έ 

άLooking at ways to reduce the salary budget, for example - reducing 
working hours from a 37 to a 35-hour working week or introducing a 
four-day working week in some areas could make considerable savings 
and make us more attractive employers.έ  
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Table 20 Q18 ñPlease use this space to make any other comments about the budgetò: - Phase 2 

 

Base: Total comments to Q18 (n=349). Some respondents mentioned more than one theme 
 

  

Theme
Number of 

comments
% of comments

Concern with overall levels of tax

Worry about those struggling with cost of living / inflation / I can't afford

increase
54 15%

Taxes should not increase/already high 37 11%

No tax rise above 2.99% / gradual increase not a sharp one 3 1%

Support for increases in tax / suggestion for taxes

A tax increase is necessary to support services 48 14%

Re-band council tax rates to bring in more from larger, old, expensive

houses
12 3%

Alternative tax rise suggestion 10 3%

Higher tax rises for the rich 5 1%

Larger tax rises those those that are proposed are needed to provide

th services needed
3 1%

Higher taxes for lower paid 3 1%

Suggestions for cuts in spending

Need to be more efficient as an organisation 20 6%

Need to reduce management costs / make redundancies 16 5%

Improve tech and digital to save money 9 3%

Reduce number of councillors 8 2%

Stop outsourcing 8 2%

Reduce welfare / support for charities 8 2%

Criticism of central government 7 2%

Miscellaneous suggestions for service cuts 28 8%

Prioritisation of funding

More funding for the elderly/vulnerable /disabled 17 5%

More funding for CYP/social care services 16 5%

More funding for miscellaneous other services 9 3%

Suggestions for increases in income

Ideas for income generation 26 7%

Council needs more funding from Central Government 10 3%

General criticism  

General criticism: council bad value for money, no trust to use money

well
31 9%

Criticism of individual proposals and general council operations 41 12%

Complaint about consultation wording: vague wording masking cuts 11 3%

Need more info/detail to comment 7 2%

Charges from precepts or police/fire etc are excessive 5 1%

Donôt increase costs of green bin collection3 1%

Support  

Council is doing a good job in difficult circumstances 4 1%

Compliment for waste service 1 0%

Miscellaneous comments

Miscellaneous comments on council services 3 1%
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Perceptions of the council and the local area  

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. 
 
Less than half of respondents agree with the statements around trust. One reason 
may be a lack of familiarity or contact with the council which contributes towards a 
significant minority of respondents who felt unable to give an opinion. A significant 
fall in the proportion of respondents who feel that the council contributes 
towards improving the local area and residents wellbeing (-12%) means there are 
around as many participants who agree as disagree with this statement.  Respondents 
who disagree with this statement are more likely to come from Charfield (100% 
disagree), Dodington (83% disagree), Filton (73%) and Thornbury (81%) wards. 
 
There are also a similar proportion of respondents who disagree that the council has 
the publicôs best interests at heart (37%) than those who agree (38%). Those who 
disagree are more likely to be from the wards mentioned above, or be disabled (63% 
disagree vs 49% of non-disabled respondents), not working (56%), and are 
significantly less likely to be receiving any financial support (52% disagree vs 35% of 
those who receive support). 
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Chart 1 Q26 ñPlease indicate the level to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 

statements:ò  

 
Base size: see individual rows 

 

Usage of council services 
 

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

¶ Waste & recycling services with 100% usage 

¶ Highways / roads with 92% usage 

¶ Parks and open spaces with 91% of respondent usage 
 
A number of services were used significantly less by this yearôs survey 
participants compared to last yearôs, including Public Health (-29%) and Welfare and 
Benefits (-21%). Local bus services were used more than last year by survey 
respondents (+6%), as was free parking (+2% and roads and highways (+1%).  
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Table 21: Respondents who said they have used services in Q22 ñThinking 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?ò 
 

Service 
% Respondents who 
use service 

Change in usage vs. 
last year 

Care for older people (1,059) 
20% -14% 

Care for physically disabled and those with 
learning difficulties (1,055) 15% -17% 

Children's social services (1,053) 
17% -12% 

Customer services e.g.one stop shop (1,061) 
39% -14% 

Environmental health and trading standards 
(1,056) 25% -16% 

Housing advice services (1,050) 
14% -15% 

Highways and roads (1,085) 
92% +1% 

Free car parking (1,094) 
86% +2% 

Libraries (1,094) 50% -7% 

Local bus services (1,090) 75% +6% 

Parks and open spaces (1,097)) 
91% 0% 

Planning (1,049) 
41% -11% 

Public Health (not including NHS services) 
(1,054) 24% -29% 

Schools (1,066) 
38% -7% 

Sport and leisure facilities (1,063) 
53% -7% 

Waste and recycling services (1,106) 
100% +1% 

Welfare benefits and council tax reduction (1,054) 
26% -21% 

Base: all respondents (n= see individual columns) 
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Satisfaction with council services 
 
The following percentages indicate the proportion of respondents who stated that they 
were either satisfied or dissatisfied with a given service area, out of all those who said 
they had used the service in the last year. 
 
Net satisfaction score is used to show the overall picture of satisfaction as well as 
change from last year. It shows how many more respondents are satisfied than those 
that are dissatisfied. It is calculated by % Satisfied Customers ï % Dissatisfied 
Customers. 
 
Average Net Satisfaction across services is 23%, and there has been no change 
in this score since last year.  
 
The highest levels of Net Satisfaction are for: 

¶ Libraries (57%) ï no change from last year 

¶ Parks and open spaces (52% Net Satisfaction, down 15 percentage points on 
last year) 

¶ Waste and recycling services (50% Net Satisfaction, but down 12 percentage 
points on last year) 

 
 
Some services have seen increases in Net Satisfaction or made a recovery from last 
yearôs decreases in net score. 

¶ Welfare benefits and council tax reduction has a 17% Net Satisfaction score, 

and has seen an increase of +12 percentage points this year  

¶ Highways and roads had the lowest Net Satisfaction score last year, but has 

seen a +31% improvement, so there are now 6% more satisfied respondents 

than dissatisfied ones 

¶ Planning has seen a +20 percentage point improvement meaning there are 

now 2% more satisfied service users than dissatisfied ones. 

 
In addition to the decline in scores for parks and open spaces and waste and recycling, 
local bus services have also seen a significant decrease in net satisfaction since last 
year; a -12% drop which follows a -15% fall the year before, leaving the net satisfaction 
score at 2% 
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Table 22: Q22 ñThinking 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?ò 

Service % Satisfied 

% 
Dissatisfied 

Net 
Satisfaction 
Score 

Change in 
Net Score 
vs. last 
year 

Care for older people (1,059) 20% 15% 5% 
-4% 

Care for physically disabled and 
those with learning difficulties 
(1,055) 

20% 14% 6% 

+6% 

Children's social services (1,053) 16% 14% 2% 
0% 

Customer services e.g.one stop 
shop (1,061) 

37% 6% 31% 
0% 

Environmental health and trading 
standards (1,056) 

26% 7% 19% 
+2% 

Housing advice services (1,050) 18% 9% 9% 
-3% 

Highways and roads (1,085) 21% 15% 6% 
+31% 

Free car parking (1,094) 46% 5% 41% 
-1% 

Libraries (1,094) 59% 2% 57% 0% 

Local bus services (1,090) 20% 18% 2% -12% 

Parks and open spaces (1,097)) 55% 3% 52% 
-15% 

Planning (1,049) 18% 16% 2% 
+20% 

Public Health (not including NHS 
services) (1,054) 

30% 7% 23% 
-6% 

Schools (1,066) 38% 6% 32% 
-5% 

Sport and leisure facilities (1,063) 49% 7% 42% 
-10% 

Waste and recycling services 
(1,106) 

54% 4% 50% 
-12% 

Welfare benefits and council tax 
reduction (1,054) 

26% 9% 17% 
+12% 

Base: respondents who have used the corresponding service area in the last year 
 (n= see individual service areas)  
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Perceptions of the local area 
 
Overall, the vast majority of respondents are satisfied with their local area (73%), 
with a net satisfaction score (those satisfied minus those dissatisfied) of 56%, a -6% 
fall since last year. 
 
Table 23 Q19 ñOverall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your local area as a place to 
live?ò 
 

  Total 
Year on 
year 
difference 

Total Satisfied 73% -3% 

Total Dissatisfied 17% +3% 

Net Satisfaction 56% -6% 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 
Chart 2: Q19 ñOverall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with their local area as a place to 
live?ò by year 

 
 

There has been a slight decrease in satisfaction regarding perceptions of how the area 

has changed in the last two years, with half of residents (50%) continuing to think it 

has stayed the same, and 43% believing it has become worse.  

The proportion of respondents who think things have got worse has been increasing 

for 12 consecutive years and has increased by 7% since last year, but the proportion 

who feel things have got better has remained stable at 5%. 

Respondents who are more likely to think things have got better are aged 18-44 (8% 

vs. 4% of 45-64 year-olds), LGBTQ+ (15% vs 5% non-LGBTQ+), and those receiving 

financial support (10% vs. 5% of those who are not). 

Perceptions that things are getting worse are driven by respondents aged 45-64 (45% 

vs 32% of under 45s) and are higher for disabled respondents (53% vs 39% who are 

not disabled). Respondents who live in Charfield, Dodington and Thornbury are also 

more likely to say things have got worse in the last two years (100%, 69% and 80% 

respectively). 
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Table 24.Q20 Over the past 2 years, do you feel that South Gloucestershire has become a better 

place to live, is the same, or is worse? 

  Total 
Year on year 
difference 

Better 5% 0% 

The same 50% -5% 

Worse 43% +7% 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Chart 3: Q11 by year 

 

 

If a respondent said they thought South Gloucestershire had become a better place 
in the past 2 years, they were asked for their reasons why. 
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Getting Better 
 

Table 25 Q15/21 ñIf you said that South Gloucestershire has become either better or worse in 

the last two years please tell us what you feel has changed?ò ï Respondents who made 

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

If you said that South Gloucestershire has become 
BETTER in the last two years, please tell us what you feel 
has changed:  

Number of 
comments 

% of 
comments 

Good maintenance of roads/street cleaning 8 22% 

Good community feel/cohesion 8 22% 

Green spaces are attractive (plants, trees) 6 16% 

Good local facilities 4 11% 

Good library services 4 11% 

Efficient bin collection 4 11% 

Quick and effective services  3 8% 

Good shopping opportunities 3 8% 

Improvements in schools 3 8% 

Gypsy Patch Lane (positive) 3 8% 

Public transport 3 8% 

Improved roads 2 5% 

Good communications 2 5% 

Focus on recycling/environment (positive) 2 5% 

Increased traffic 1 3% 

Parking on pavements/paths/blocking roads 1 3% 

Good street lighting  1 3% 

Responsive, acting on my concerns 1 3% 

Measures have helped improve traffic flows 1 3% 

Good support for Ukrainians 1 3%  

Base: Phase 1 respondents who made comments about South Gloucestershire having become a better 

place to live in the last 2 years (n=11) and Phase 2 respondents who made comments about South 

Gloucestershire becoming a better place to live in the last 2 years (n=26) 

 

No one single issue came out overwhelmingly as the most prevalent, but good 

maintenance of roads and street cleaning (8 comments, 22%) and good 

community feel (8 comments, 22%), attractive green spaces (6 comments, 16%) and 

good local facilities (4 comments, 11%) all got several mentions each. 

 

 

 

 

 

άResidents seem to have taken greater responsibility for maintaining their 
own areas.έ 
 

άI live in Downend. The shopping area has improved, business booming. The flowers 
are wonderful. The area is clean and tidy in the main. I think you do a good job with 
what you have, but as always, with more money could do better. Perversely COVID has 
made the area more friendly...έ 
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Getting Worse 

Respondents who said they thought South Gloucestershire had become a worse 

place to live in the past 2 years were also asked for their reasons why. 

Table 26 Q15/21 ñIf you said that South Gloucestershire has become either better or worse in 

the last two years please tell us what you feel has changed?ò ï Respondents who made 

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

 

Base: Phase 1 respondents who made comments about South Gloucestershire having become a better 

place to live in the last 2 years (n=167) and Phase 2 respondents who made comments about South 

Gloucestershire having become a better place to live in the last 2 years (n=399) 

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:

WORSE

Total Number 

of Comments

% of 

comments

Increase in crime/anti-social behaviour/ less police 119 21%

Not enough investment to local infrastructure to support housing 96 17%

Roads and path maintenance/drains in poor condition/roadworks 91 16%

Increased traffic (congested, pollution, dangerous) 74 13%

Issues with Planning department 68 12%

Poor public transport 63 11%

Closure of Thornbury High St 40 7%

Issues with transport planning and infrastructure 39 7%
Parking issues (incl. lack of parking and parking on pavements/paths/blocking

roads) 36 6%

Service quality decreasing/services stretched 34 6%

Lack of street cleaning - More litter/fly tipping/graffitti 34 6%

Healthcare/NHS/GP access getting worse 32 6%

Area is run down 20 4%

Council does not consider residents/only itself / doesn't listen 20 4%

Miscellaneous comments 17 3%

Council wastes money/takes too long to make decisions 17 3%

No community feel 16 3%

Negative impact on vulnerable/elderly 15 3%

Cycling (poor cycle paths, issues with cycling on pavements) 13 2%

Issues with electric scooters 13 2%

Lack of shops/amenities/leisure 10 2%

Lack of funding for school/education 9 2%

Increase in HMO's 8 1%

Lack of housing/access to housing 7 1%

Services are becoming harder to access/contact 7 1%

Lack of flood mitigation 6 1%

Lack of street lighting 6 1%

Less green areas/not maintained 5 1%

Need to consider climate change/environmental 4 1%

Cost cutting 3 1%

Too many takeaways/charity shops/hairdressers 3 1%

Increased tax/costs for residents 3 1%

Speeding vehicles 2 0%

Nothing/no comment 1 0%
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There were many more comments relating to the reasons why South Gloucestershire 

has become a worse place to live in the last two years.  

The most frequently mentioned reason was that there has been an increase in crime 

and antisocial behaviour, and fewer police in the local area (119 comments, 21%), 

followed by not enough investment in infrastructure to support the development of new 

housing (96 mentions, 17%) the poor condition of roads and paths (91 comments, 

16%).  

 

 

 

 

There was also a lot of concern about an increase in traffic and congestion (74 

comments, 13%), as well as specific issues raised related to planning (68 comments, 

12%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other common themes were poor public transport (63 comments, 11%) and the 

closure of Thornbury High Street (40 comments, 7%).  

 

 

 

 

άCrime is now happening weekly and the police are nowhere to be seen. The roads 
have deteriorated to 3rd World levels yet vast sums of tax payers money is wasted on 
ring road round abouts that do nothing but kill its users.έ 

άPotholes appalling. Library provision down. Traffic chaos wherever you go with 
lanes out for roadworks. Never see a community policeman around nowΧέ 

άTraffic has increased beyond road capacity. Specifically the A38 north of Filton. Transport 
infrastructure has been ignored everywhere. Bus "services" are abominableέ 
 

άHighway planners have instigated some really foolish, ill-thought-out schemes. 
Planning dept has allowed too much infill house building and failed to enforce 
planning infringements.έ 
 

άLǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ transport. Too 
many cheap houses being built around ruining the countryside.έ 

άClosure of Thornbury High Street against the wishes of residents. Excessive 
new housing development in Thornbury has adversely impacted on what was a 
present market town. South Gloucestershire Council have created the dormitory 
town of Thornbury, essentially no more than a Bristol commuter facility.έ 

άPlanning is appalling resulting in far too many new 
houses. Too few services to handle the increase in 
residents. Poor traffic management.έ 
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Satisfaction with the ways the Council runs things 

 

Net Satisfaction with the Council has reduced (-9%) in the last year to 31%. 

Respondents who are dissatisfied with the way the council runs things are significantly 

more likely to live in Thornbury (61% dissatisfied vs. 28% of all respondents) and 

Charfield (86%) and are more likely to be male (30% dissatisfied vs 21% female). 

Table 27 Q23 ñOverall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way South Gloucestershire 
Council runs things?ò 
 

  Total Year on year difference 

Total Satisfied 53% -6% 

Total Dissatisfied 22% 3% 

Net Satisfaction 31% -9% 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Chart 4 Q23 by year 
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Perceptions of the Council  
 
The majority of respondents (67%) feel they are kept informed about council 
services; this is a significant increase from last year of +19%, and reverses the 
decrease of ï 11 percentage points last year. 
 
However respondents with a disability are significantly less likely to agree (60% vs 
69% non-disabled respondents) and respondents with dependents living at home are 
more likely to disagree (17% vs 9% no dependents).  
 
Respondents who live in Filton and Bradley Stoke South are more likely to agree (both 
100%), as are Frenchay and Downend residents (84% agree). 

 
                                                                                                                                 

Table 28 Q24a ñTo what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about the services it provides?ò 
 

  Total Year on year difference 

Total Agree 67% +19% 

Total Disagree 12% -10% 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

 

Chart 5 Q24a by year 

 

 
There has been a similar increase in the proportion of respondents who feel they are 
kept informed about changes (62%; a rise of 14 percentage points). 
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However, again, disabled respondents were significantly less likely to agree they were 
kept informed about changes (54% vs 65% non-disabled respondents) whilst those 
with dependents living at home are much more likely to disagree they were kept 
informed (25% vs 14% respondents with no dependents) 
 
Respondents who were significantly more likely to agree lived in Bradley Stoke South 
(93% agree), or Frenchay and Downend (84%) 
Respondents who were significantly more likely to disagree lived in Frampton Cotterell 
(37% disagree) or Thornbury (45% disagree). 
 
 
 
Table 29 Q24b To what extent do you agree or disagree that the council keeps you informed 
about any proposals for change? 
 

  Total  

Total Agree 62% +14% 

Total Disagree 18% -6% 

 
Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

Chart 6 Q24b by year 

 

 

55% of respondents disagree that they can influence local decisions, and only 

16% agree, but this is an increase of 4 percentage points from last year. 

Respondents who are significantly more likely to disagree include those who are male 

(61% vs 53% female), living in Charfield (100% disagree) or Thornbury (84%). 
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Table 30 Q24c To what extent do you agree or disagree that: I can influence decisions affecting 
my local area: 
 

  Total 
% Difference vs. 
last year 

Total Agree 12% +4% 

Total Disagree 54% +1% 

 
Base: all respondents (n =1,120) 

Chart 7 Q24c by year 

 
 
 
Just over half of respondents (53%) feel the Council does not act very much / 

not act at all on the concerns of residents, a small increase of +2% on last year but 

a continuation of a trend over the last three years. 

Respondents who are more likely to feel the council does not act on the concerns of 

local residents tend to be male (62% vs 53% female), not working (65% vs 54% of 

those currently working), and living in Charfield (100%), Dodington (86%) or Thornbury 

(88%). 

 
Table 31 Q25 To what extent do you think the council acts on the concerns of local residents? 
 

  Total 
% Total Difference 
vs. Jan 21 

A great deal  4% 0% 

A fair amount 28% -2% 

Not very much 35% -1% 

Not at all 18% +3% 

Base: all respondents (n =1,120) 
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Chart 8 Q25 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 councilôs 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 32 Q1. ñAre you responding as?ò  

 

Base: all respondents (n= see individual columns) 

Table 33: Gender 

Type of 
respondent  

Viewpoint Residents Total SGC population 

Base 327 834 1,161 290,423 

Female 35% 36% 36% 50% 

Male 64% 53% 59% 50% 

Other 0% 0% 0% N/A 

Prefer not to 
say 

1% 6% 4% N/A 

 

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

SGC population source: ONS 2021 Census 

  

 Viewpoint Residents Total % 

A local resident 327 809 1,136 92% 

South Gloucestershire 
Council employee 

N/A 54 54 4% 

A voluntary, community sector 
organisation 

N/A 18 18 1% 

Local business N/A 12 12 1% 

A parish or town council N/A 9 9 1% 

Local councillor N/A 3 3 0% 

Other N/A 5 5 0% 
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Table 34: Age 

Type of respondent Viewpoint Residents Total 
South 

Gloucestershire  

Base 327 834 1,161 290,423 

16 - 34 4% 7% 6% 24% 

35 ï 44 3% 12% 8% 13% 

45 ï 64 30% 41% 36% 26% 

65+ 61% 29% 45% 19% 

Prefer not to say 2% 8% 5% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) 

SGC population source: ONS 2021 Census 

 
Table 35 Ethnicity:  

 Type of respondent 
Viewpoint Residents Total 

SGC 
population 

Base 327 834 1,161 290,423 

BAME (including White non-British) 7% 6% 7% 14% 

White British 89% 78% 84% 86% 

Prefer not to say 4% 16% 10% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns)  

SGC population source: ONS 2021 Census 

Table 36 Council Tax band: 

Respondents Viewpoint Resident Total 
SGC 

Households* 

Base 327 834 1,161 11,750  

A 4% 3% 4% 11% 

B 11% 10% 11% 30% 

C 14% 15% 15% 24% 

D 35% 38% 37% 18% 

E 13% 14% 14% 10% 

F 8% 5% 7% 5% 

G 5% 2% 4% 2% 

H 2% 1% 2% 0% 

Don't know 5% 7% 6% N/A 

Prefer not to say 4% 6% 5% N/A 

Base: all respondents (n = see individual columns) *Source: Valuation office agency, 2019 
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Table 37 Disability:                                                                                                                              

  
Viewpoint 
(before 
weighting) 

Residents Total 
SGC 

population 

Base 327 834 1,161 290,423 

No 88% 74% 80% 84% 

Total Yes 12% 25% 18% 16% 

Prefer not to say 0% 7% 6% N/A 

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

N/A 5% N/A  

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

N/A 3% N/A  

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

N/A 4% 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% N/A  

Yes - Other (please state) N/A 2% 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 38 Sexual orientation: 

 
Total 
  

UK 
population 

Base 834  

Lesbian, Gay or Bisexual 3% 3% 

Heterosexual 76% 89% 

Other 2% 1% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 19% 7.5% 

Base: all respondents (n=834) Source: ONS 2021 Census 
 

Table 39 ñDo you identify as Transgender?ò: 

 Total 
UK 

population* 

Base 834  

Yes 0% 0.5% 

No 86% 93.5% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 15% 6% 

Base: all respondents (n=834) Source: ONS 2021 Census 
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Table 40 Religion: 

 
Total 
  

SGC population 

 834 290,423 

Buddhist 0.3% 0.4% 

Christian 49% 44% 

Hindu 0.1% 1.0% 

Jewish 0% 0.1% 

Muslim 0% 1.6% 

Sikh 0.3% 0.3% 

Any other religion 1.8% 0.5% 

No religion 33% 
46% 

Prefer not to say / No reply 15% 

Base: all respondents (n=834) 
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Other Representations to the Consultation  

1. Meetings 

Council representatives attended the Equalities Voice meeting on 11th January to 

discuss proposals and hear feedback from those representing equalities groups.  

 
Attendees: 
South Gloucestershire Equalities Voice 
Stand Against Racism and Inequality (SARI) 
South Glos Disability equality Network 
Age UK South Gloucestershire 
Southern Brooks 
The Diversity Trust 
CVS South Glos 
South Glos Over 50s Forum 
South Glos Race Equality Network 
  
South Gloucestershire Council  
Nina Philippidis - Service Director ï Finance & Chief Financial Officer (S151 Officer) 
Dan Wood - Equality Officer ï Policy & Compliance 
Dayana Eastwood ï Senior Corporate Consultation Officer 
Mark Pullin ï Service Director of Community Development 
Lynn Gibbons ï Consultant in Public Health 
Rebecca Harrold - Partnerships and Commissioning Service Manager 
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Meeting with South Gloucestershire Equalities Voice ï Key Points 
 
Date: 11 January 2023 
 
The EqIAA that accompanies this consultation output report includes the mitigations that address the points raised below. 
 

Proposal 
 

Comments  

Education 

SLO10 - Phase 1 of the Recovery 
Curriculum programme, representing 
investment into education recovery post-
Covid, has been very successful, with 
strong collaborative working and good 
educational outcomes. Strong leadership 
in our schools means that we can begin 
Phase 2 earlier than originally planned, 
embedding the work within mainstream 
school activity. 

The Race and LGBTQ+ Equality Taskforce approaches are working well and 
continuing.  The Disability Equality Taskforce seems to be less active and it is 
important that it continues, especially given the data and challenges faced. 

SL07 - Review all remaining elements of 
non-statutory home to school transport 
provision. 
C6 - This will reduce the project budget to 
work to engage with children and young 
people in care and care leavers. 
Recruitment to Young Ambassador roles 
has proven challenging, and since this 
project was started, other organisations 
have begun to provide a similar function, 
with potential duplication of effort.  By 
working with smaller numbers of Young 

Active involvement of young people in consultation and engagement work is 
important across the proposals and across all areas of work.  There is a helpful 
action identified against proposal C6 which looks to involve young people in the 
South Glos Equalities Forum which should be taken forward. 
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Proposal 
 

Comments  

Ambassadors we will be able to provide 
more targeted support to them to achieve. 

R18 - Rationalise the services directly 
provided by Integra that cannot be 
maintained sustainably in-house and 
where value for money alternatives exist 
in the commercial market place. 
 

Concern that this could put more pressure on already squeezed school budgets. 

Financial Hardship 

SL025 - The council's Welfare Grant 
Scheme currently provides support to 
residents of £130k per annum. This 
proposal will fund the scheme through the 
Community Resilience Fund for two years 
before considering options for phasing 
out from 2025/26. 

The funding is fully used supporting residents.  Take-up amongst communities 
appears to be positive and the council monitors this on an ongoing basis. 
 

VCSE 

SL011 - We will undertake a full review 
and options analysis of commissioning of 
the wellbeing element of integrated 
healthy lifestyles and wellbeing services 
and related Council led community 
engagement work to promote healthy 
lifestyles and improve mental health and 
wellbeing. 
 

This change could result in services, which are often the only service of their kind, 
ceasing.  For example, the mental health service targeted at LGBTQ+ adults which 
would be a huge impact considering the clear and very concerning data we have 
around mental health in LGBTQ+ communities. 
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Proposal 
 

Comments  

SL01 - We will review the contribution 
made by Adult Social Care to the VCSE 
and our staff resourcing for 
commissioning and engagement 
activities, working across the authority in 
partnership with the VCSE to agree 
priorities for the remaining funds working 
to develop and address sustainability 
across the sector.   
 
 
SL015 - Voluntary and community sector 
organisations in need of financial support 
would be able to get support from CVS 
South Gloucestershire on how to apply to 
other funding bodies and we would like 
more organisations to develop fundraising 
capacities so that that they do not rely on 
Member Award Funding and Area Wide 
Grants with £1k per member funding 
retained for 2023/24 and 2024/25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There is potential for CVS South Gloucestershire to support VCSE organisations 
with applying for other funding and funding to recruit to a one-year post to deliver 
this support would need to be guaranteed so that it can be put in place. Funding of 
CVS is key in order to deliver this support and concern was expressed that CVS 
could be deluged with support requests.  Care needs to be taken in respect of the 
level of support that can be offered within the funding which would need to be for 
more than one year given the likely need. 
 
Services delivered under Better Care Stronger Communities funding, for example, 
befriending and deaf services, if reduced would have a significant impact as these 
support some of the most vulnerable, isolated people in society. Much of these 
services are preventative and reductions could lead to additional costs rather than 
savings.  
 
There is a need to prioritise those groups facing the greatest inequalities within the 
services that remain and this approach fits with the Council Plan commitment to 
close the inequality gap. 
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Proposal 
 

Comments  

Hate Crime and ASB 

SLO13 - Challenges in procuring the 
current taxi marshal service for our night 
time economy hotspots means it is not 
feasible to continue delivery once the 
existing contract ends. Public order 
remains the responsibility of the police 
and licensees and we will work with them 
both to identify whether they need to 
recommission alternative support as the 
scheme is withdrawn over the coming 
year. 
 
SL014 ï We will review how we address 
reports of Anti-Social Behaviour to 
support the police's responsibilities by 
providing support, guidance and 
signposting to residents and stakeholders 
involved in dealing with complaints of 
ASB. 
 
SL017 - We will no longer directly fund 
the Specialist Victim Support Service, 
however support will be continue to be 
available through partners such as Police 
and Lighthouse. 
 
 
 
 

There is a need for more creative solutions to the provision of taxi marshal services 
recognising most of our taxi drivers come from BAME communities and this could be 
brought to the Safe and Stronger table to discuss alternatives.  A key issue 
surrounding Domestic Violence and Hate Crime is role modelling and culture so 
there is a potential opportunity to address this through more creative solutions.  
 
Loss of funding for the Specialist Victim Support Service could be a significant loss, 
which is disproportionately accessed by BAME and LGBTQ+ people, and this could 
also come to the Safe and Stronger table to discuss alternatives.  The Victims of 
Crime Advocacy Service (VOCAS) are funded by the police and could be engaged. 
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Proposal 
 

Comments  

Housing 

SL06 - South Glos Homes is the in-house 
social lettings agency designed to forge 
links with the private rented sector to 
bring on properties for temporary 
accommodation and for homelessness 
prevention and relief. We will review this 
service to reduce its cost either through 
reduced use of temporary 
accommodation or a reduction in 
resource. 
 
 

Shelter tell us that a quarter of young homeless people are LGBT; there needs to be 
action, engagement and knowledge about the homelessness challenge that faces 
LGBTQ+ people; clarity on the local picture is essential in order that the best actions 
are taken. 
 
Local education of landlords, especially on the very low costs of making accessibility 
changes/adaptations for disabled people in housing is important.  
 
 
 
 

Digital, Inclusion, Customer contact centre and Heritage 

SLO18 - The proposal will see the 
Contact Centre and One Stop Shop 
service provision continue, whilst opening 
hours will be reviewed to meet times of 
peak customer demand, allowing the 
council to make a saving. 
 
SL019 - This proposal will see library 
provision remain in place in all 12 areas 
whilst opening hours will be reviewed to 
maximise use of open access technology 
whilst protecting access to services such 
as Summer Reading Challenge. 
 

There is an increase in older people living in South Glos and a particularly hard to 
reach group are older people who are not digitally engaged; there is a significant 
number of people who can't or choose not to use digital technologies.  As such, 
reducing hours of where they can get face to face support could result in a 
significant impact. People not digitally connected report to the Forum an óus and 
themô service where they feel forgotten.  The potential to reduce the opening hours 
of One Stop Shops, which is an essential service for many, also plays into this. 
 
A theme across the set of proposals is that they are about vulnerable, marginalised 
communities becoming more isolated, for example, older people being less involved, 
LGBTQ+ mental health and isolation, young people with special educational needs 
and people with learning disabilities becoming more isolated.  This is a theme that is 
likely to lead to greater disproportionality should the proposals be taken forward.  In 
terms of prevention, the proposals could cost us more through making people's lives 
bleaker and harsher and impacting on peopleôs health.  This is concerning 
considering that a cross-cutting theme of the Council Plan is equalities. 
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Proposal 
 

Comments  

Savings Programme Proposals 

A6 - Review options for blended day care, 
which would include access to community 
based day activities alongside building 
based day care that can meet the eligible 
needs of those in receipt of more than 2 
days per week of building based day 
centre provision. This approach builds on 
the strengths based approach with 
individuals and the ambitions set of out in 
the Councils Learning Disability Strategy 
2022 - 2027, which aims to enable people 
with LD to be more connected with their 
community. This will include improving 
the accessibility to mainstream leisure 
and social activities so that they can 
provide safe spaces for people with a LD 
to access their community.    

The new ICB working with local authorities has an ambition for people to stay in their 
homes with care provided at home; this will need an increase in budget to allow 
more care to be delivered at home.  It was also noted by the group that blended day 
care is not appropriate for all users, it can be negative for some e.g. dementia 
diagnosis; there is always going to be a place for some people to be in a building 
based environment. 
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2. Emails and letters 
 
24 email responses were received giving feedback to the consultation. A summary of 
themes raised can be found below, followed by the majority of emails verbatim. 
Where emails were from a named organisation, contained additional letters as 
attachments, or were over one page in length, they can be found in Appendix C 
starting on page 98. 
 
The most common concern raised was that these savings would be a false 
economy and that poorer services at a higher tax would reduce value for money 
residents receive. In particular participants feared that the wellbeing and safety of 
residents would suffer as a result of a reduction in support both directly from the 
Council and voluntary organisations that it helps to support local communities. 
 
A related and equally prevalent concern was that these cuts penalised the 
voluntary and charity sector, and gave them an impossible request to carry on 
supporting communities with reduced funds or resources. This was felt to affect 
Town and Parish councils too. 
 
The reduction in services which participants showed support for were regarding 
streetlights and the newsletter. 
 
A number of participants mentioned the waste of money on concepts that were not 
asked for or welcomed by the public and which have since felt to not provide enough 
benefit given the disruption and spend; Thornbury High Street was the main 
example, but changes to some highways were also felt to be unnecessary. 
 
Some respondents were concerned about the negative and disproportionate 
impact the proposed cuts would have on residents with protected characteristics or 
those who are particularly vulnerable ï in particular older or isolated individuals. 
 
And a substantial number of staff from Cambrian Green Day Services wrote to the 
Council to highlight their concerns about the proposed blending of day care 
services; this idea was felt to need a great deal more consideration, and the fear 
was that it would mean not enough supply of spaces to meet growing demand, it 
would be a false economy overall as the current service reduces hospital admissions 
and increases years of healthy life in the community, and that the proposals 
overlooks and underestimates the considerable specialist skill set required for each 
of the two services that would be blended. 
 
Table 42: Email responses 

Type of Respondent Email content 

Local Resident Turn off vehicular street lights earlier (though not footpath 
lights). Cars have headlights. The A38 doesn't need to be lit. 
as an example. 
 
Cut nugatory effort. for example Don't have sweepers out 
during Autumn as fallen leaves rapidly reappear as if by 
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magic, making sweeping pointless. Wait for leaf fall to 
finish, then sweep. 
 
Stop wasting money killing off the High Street, as has been 

done in Thornbury. Leave such vanity (stupid and income-

reducing) projects for better times. 

Local Resident I have just read the budget consultation document that 
identifies savings that can be achieved by adopting new 
technologies and automating systems. You will therefore 
understand why I am reluctant to print and post my 
completed budget survey. This should not be necessary in 
2022.  
 
I attach my completed budget survey as a digital PDF form.  
In home recycling needs to be standardised and increased.  I 
would like to see an increase to what can be recycled as 
part of the doorstep collection as well as more education 
and incentives at ion to recycle.  I would again reduce the 
size of the black bins.   
 
If these measures were to be implemented, I would be far 
more supportive of the 3.99% increase. 
 
Right now, I feel there is a major failure by the local council 
to address these issues properly in the budget and 
therefore I will use my vote at the next election to demand 
change. 

Local Resident Noting the recent begging coverage from Toby Savage in 
the Thornbury Voice (issue 67 November 2022).  
 
Perhaps Mr Savage should have thought twice about having 
wasted 4.6 million pounds on delivering changes to 
Thornbury Town Centre which are destroying the town high 
ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎƘƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘΦ .ȅ 
choosing to alienate the town (and not even bothering to 
show up to hear how angry people are at the imposed 
changes) and his clear incompetence as council leader he 
should also consider how this wasted money could be 
better utilised rather than expecting the tax paying public to 
expect further increases in council tax.  
 
I have voted Conservative all my adult life but never again 

due to the incompetence and contempt that this man has 

shown for our town and the people he is supposed to 

represent as a public servant. ItΩs clearly pointless making 
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any commentary on public spending and council services 

since they will clearly be ignored.    

Local Resident Dear Sirs 

I would like to give my opinions on the budget as requested 

in a recent copy of Hanham and Longwell Green Voice. 

I am very concerned about the proposed increase in Council 

Tax of up to 2.99%. 

I currently live in a Band E property.  It is not a big house, 

just a small 4 bed detached house in Warmley.  I did not 

receive the £150 Council Tax rebate payment that was 

made to properties in Bands A to D despite desperately 

needing the extra funds to help with my fuel bills. 

I have already challenged my Council Tax band with the 

Valuation Office as some of my neighbours in exactly the 

same size properties are in Band D.  However, this has been 

declined.  I feel very strongly about the fact that I already 

pay approx £30 per month more than Band D properties 

and I did not receive any of the previous help.   

Living in a Band E house does not mean you are 'richer' than 

people in lower band properties.  In most cases it is families 

that have bought a house appropriate to the size of their 

family in a nice location.  We are not rich.  Our mortgage 

goes up by an additional £50 per month this month and on 

top of all of the other increases we are now drowning in the 

expenses yet the Government seem to think that we 'have 

the broadest shoulders' and should bare the brunt of any 

increases. 

Please do not increase properties in Band E and up 

disproportionately to the other bands assuming that we are 

the higher earners as in most cases we are not we are 

actually the ones with the biggest bills and zero extra 

support.  I use the same services as Band A property owners 

do so why am I expected to pay so much more.  It is totally 

unfair. 

I think the entire Council Tax system requires an overhaul as 

there are many, many properties in say Band C and D that 

have been extensively extended and are worth a lot of 

money yet their Council Tax has not increased as the 
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owners have not moved thus not instigated a change in 

Band.  The entire system is unfair. 

My youngest daughter suffers with Cold Urticaria and 

cannot tolerate extreme cold.  Yet she has to sleep with two 

quilts and several hot water bottles as I quite simply cannot 

afford to heat my house for more than two hours a day - 

does this sound like a rich family that should take the brunt 

of the increases? 

I simply ask that unlike the Government, you are fair when 

allocating increases to the bands. 

Also, my mother in law has recently gone into a Residential 

home which she is self funding.  She and her deceased 

husband saved hard all of their lives to own their own home 

and have some savings.  Her savings have now depleted to 

virtually nothing and she is having to sell her house to fund 

this.  How is this fair?  What is the incentive to young people 

to do well in life if this is how we are treated later in life?  

She is paying nearly £900 per week to live in the Residential 

Home and yet is still having to pay her Council Tax until her 

house sells.  It has been empty since March 2022. You are 

saying in your Budget proposals that there will be an 

increase of 1% for Social Care, however, she is already 

paying for her own so why is she being charged twice.  It is 

once again a very unfair system that requires attention. 

I hope you will consider the points I raise when allocating 

your budget. 

Local Resident Ref A Final Business Case (FBC) Version 3 | 13 May 22 

Thornbury High Street FBC-v3-accessible-13May  

Ref B The Voice, November 2022, Issue 67, Council Faces 

tough financial choices - pages 1 to 2  

Residents are asked to write to SGC concerning potential 

savings to be made at Ref B. 

There is some £3.1m to be saved with respect to Thornbury 

High Street, see FBC at Ref A, page 38. There is not an 

observed increase in cycling and walking in the High Street 

(including footfall) and nor is there actual, evidential 

information provided to confirm this. Also, if the scope of 

the work in the High Street is curtailed then there are 

savings to be made in the Project Management Costs -  
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£0.250m and the Risk Allowance - £0.725m as some 

proportion. 

Because of this, the High Street could be reverted to the 

democratically elected Parish Poll as held during May 22, in 

Thornbury. This was organised and overseen by SGC.  

By returning the High Street to something "along the lines 

of" the Parish Poll there is a range of savings to be made in 

the cost of materials and labour for the High Street. This 

could be achieved by having a one way High Street with a 

less than 0.2km pop-up cycle lane. There can be greater 

flexibility for BBH parking and unloading and loading. 

This has the advantages of removing or reducing the many 

created road safety issues or hazards now in place in the 

High Street and the surrounding roads. These are created by 

the current interventions in the High Street. They include 

reversing and manoeuvring in two way sections of the High 

Street for residents, BBH holders and those delivering (or 

picking-up) as examples. Further, a bay is required for the 

Bus Stop, it is not acceptable to quote East Street in 

Bedminster as an example (buses sometimes do break 

down or other difficulties do arise), each setting has its 

different restrictions and constraints.  

Additionally, pedestrianisation was pursued for COVID 

which was a social distancing measure only, in an already 

wide High Street. Now that the government's COVID 

restrictions are gone, this pedestrianisation measure can be 

relaxed.  

ω Thus, outside eating and drinking with or without 

markets and events can be reduced. This is noting that they 

provide an apparency of footfall because as yet there is no 

evidence that takings for the existing on street retailers 

changes in a beneficial way (rather the income leaves the 

High Street to elsewhere after expenses taken and provided 

by SGC);and, 

ω Similarly, outside eating and drinking has yet to be 

demonstrated as a meaningful income generator for the 

premises. This is with the limited favourable prevailing 

conditions (or inclement weather) when the premises 

owned nearby premise-contained locations are already 

available and without certain expenses taken and provided 
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by SGC. This again provides an apparency of footfall. Note 

that this was as well subsidized through "eat out to help 

out" (ended at the end of Aug 20) with the VAT reductions 

ended during March 22 

It is hoped that the above points can be used to provide 

some savings and or compensatory measures to other 

budgets, e.g. adult and or children social care etc. that SGC 

have an obligation to provide.  

Local Resident I know I am all about communication but I do think 
scrapping the South Glos Newsletter to save South Glos 
money is a good idea. 
Although I send the newsletter out to all our members the 
newsletter doesn't get sent out by everyone, having Toby 
Savage's photo on it is one of the main problems. 
The Staple Hill and Mangotsfield Facebook page that has 
over 8,000 members never post it because of this reason. 
 
Maybe a scaled down cheaper version one that we can print 
out and put in all the notice boards as well as send out to all 
our members and contacts. 
The South Glos little films that are going out on Facebook 
are far more informative and people watch them. 

Local Resident I only use my green bin about 10 times a year, so will not be 
paying £5.5 for each time.  

Local Resident 

(Viewpoint panel 

member) 

 

Is it a reality central government  takes the rates given by local 
businesses rather than it being paid into local government? 

  
If this is correct why is local government not agitating for it`s 
return? 

Local Resident ¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƘŜƭǇ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
probably deserved but who is paying for this ? 
 
5ƻƴΩǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜΣ Ƨǳǎǘ 
outside the benefit criteria but really struggling to survive.  
Please ensure that the benefits are wisely used to those 
genuinely in need and not to those you could be working 
but chose not too  
 

Local Resident "Promoting sustainable inclusive communities, 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦέ  
 
How does strangling Thornbury, by reducing available 
parking spaces (e.g. to plant trees) near Xmas, closing the 
High Street to short-term parking (and creating ANOTHER 
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ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜ Ψ ǇƛŀȊȊŀΩύ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƻǇ-in 
shop, reducing (through inaction) public transport links, 
failing to increase3 the availability of doctors, dentists, 
school places and other key infrastructure while building 
and allowing the building of more ticky-tacky dormitories fit 
with this laudable if very vague objective? 
 
How does wasting money on largely nugatory roadworks 
(such as those near Thornbury Tesco, fit? 
 
How does leaving footpaths to deteriorate and sweeping 
them only in the summer (rather than clearing leaf fall to 
make them safe for pedestrians) fit? 
 
And on a specific budget entry:  
How does council planning (a near-oxymoron) cost £m4 a 
ȅŜŀǊΚ L Řƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜ 
meetings and the essential beverages and nibbles to sustain 
attendees through the droning, but really. 

Local Resident ItΩs all very complex and I donΩt really have enough 
experience to comment reliably on all the categories in 
detail.  
 
Happy to go along with whatever you suggest.  
(I'm not a major user of any of the specific services) 

Local Resident Thank you for the opportunity to make comment on the 
proposals and savings for the 2023/24 budget.  
 
Please consider that I personally have no experience of the 
financial working of local authorities but do have experience 
ƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ΨōƭǳŜ ŎƘƛǇΩ 
companies and other smaller organisations. Particularly as a 
Ψ/ƻǎǘ wŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ /ƘŀƳǇƛƻƴΩ 
For me I see opportunities during my normal day. E.g. 
 
ω Why oh why are the lights always on at night? This 
cannot be for security and illumination purposes. There are 
much more technology (low energy) solutions to achieve 
this. If a cost saving could be secured on all similar 
sites/areas the reduction in energy costs would be 
significant. 
ω More leverage on contractors to be more efficient in 
terms of cost. I am particularly frustrated by roads be left 
with operating traffic lights during long periods when there 
is no activity in terms of work taking place. This happened 
recently when the main Bath Road in Bridgeyate had traffic 
lights working from 24th Dec till 3rd Jan. there was no work 
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on the road or foot path only waste an the adjacent grass 
area. No doubt the council paid to have these lights in place 
throughout this period. Also a major impact on the 
environment and pollution caused by queuing traffic during 
this period. 
 
I suspect many more opportunities exist with detailed 
knowledge: 
Some other ideas:- 
Open a suggestion scheme for all employees to be 
rewarded for: 
Cost reduction proposals. 
Energy champions. 
I feel very strongly that there are multiple opportunities to 
make improvements to budget compliance without the 
need to raise council tax!! 

Internal feedback ω Aligning our fees and charges with those levied by 
neighbouring authorities, 
To look at and review our current way of delivering 
Bikeability cycle training making it as cost effective as we 
can, and charging schools in line with our neighbouring 
authorities within Bikeability guidelines and grant funding 
arrangements.  
 
ω Saving energy by reducing brightness of streetlights 
during late night/early  
 
There is evidence to show that driving outside of daylight 
hours increases the risk of injury from road traffic collisions 
by 40% (ROSPA 2020). A Reduction of illumination levels is 
likely to increase risks for vulnerable road users including 
pedestrians, cyclists and e-scooter riders.  We have 
ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ Ŧƻƻǘǿŀȅ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
that are well used by vulnerable road users during the hours 
of darkness.  
 
Our casualty data shows that total KSIs last year were 53, 35 
were vulnerable road users.   The road safety profession 
works on the principles of creating a safe system which 
focuses on the road user and the belief that every road 
death or serious injury is preventable. Fundamental to the 
safe system is the realisation that all road users make 
mistakes and so reduced levels of lighting removes some of 
the support to road users when mistakes are made. 
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We would recommend that instead of a holistic approach 
across the Authority locations and sites for appropriate 
lighting levels are based on risk. 

Local Resident I am aware that, like every council tax payer in the district, 
the Council has to make scare resources stretch BUT please 
do not forger the primary duty of any council which is to 
ƭƻƻƪ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŀǘŜǇŀȅŜǊǎΦ 
 
We have seen some schemes recently which have 
apparently been aimed at a minority (cycle lanes, new 
signposting) while fundamental services like bin emptying, 
green bin collections ,rodent extermination ,pot hole repair 
and environmental health inspections have been reduced or 
cost more than can be afforded. 

Local Resident In support of submission from Thornbury and District 
Heritage Trust: 
 
Very well put. I hope to see an equivalent decrease in the 
running costs for the council. 

Local Resident via the 

Over 50s Forum 

I had  a request from a resident asking can the council 
consider people paying just May til Oct for the green bin 
charge so halving the £55.? 
 

Cambrian Green Day 

Services (Dementia Day 

Care) 

On 25th November all Team Managers and Senior staff within the 
5ŜǇǘ ƻŦ tŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŀ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ά !ŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǿŜ ŦŀŎŜέ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
Proposals for Review options for blended day care and proposals 
to re-purpose sessions (spaces) at Cambrian Green to make 
available to individuals with Learning Disability and cognitive 
ƛƳǇŀƛǊƳŜƴǘΦέ 

  
As Centre Manager I was asked to forward this information to the 
ǎǘŀŦŦ ǘŜŀƳ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ά wƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ 
ǊŜǇƭȅέ ŀƴŘ give feedback. 

  
Please see attached documents provided by staff team members 
from the Dementia Day Care Service here at Cambrian Green Day 
Services- all are employees and residents of South 
Gloucestershire Council. 
[See Appendix C for individual letters] 
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3. Social Media Comments 
 
There were 13 comments made across three social media platforms during the 
consultation. The most common themes were that the council should spend more 
wisely / money has been wasted on bad ideas (5 mentions), and that less money 
should be spent on staff wages or pensions (3 mentions). 

 
Table 44: Comments from Social Media 

Comment Date Platform 

Stop wasting money like the park and ride and the bicycle lane in yate 
,resurfacing work that's wearing off that only last just over a year ago in 
cleevewood road 29/12/2022 Twitter 

Spending wisely, sensible comparable pay packages, reforming pensions and 
consulting constituents would be a good start. 29/12/2022 Twitter 

An 18.3% increase in Council Tax to fill the budget gap isn't going to go 
across well with residents - but given how stretched services already are, it's 
hard to see where else it's going to come from. 29/12/2022 Twitter 

You could save 3 million by putting Thornbury High St back to its original 
state. The community here voted for its original design, you ignored us. Now 
listen to us and save tax payers money, it's an unneeded and unwanted 
scheme! Spend it on social care instead! 29/12/2022 Facebook 
You could save thousands if you reduce top management wages that would 
help 29/12/2022 Facebook 

Cut some of the idiots that back up savages barmy ideas 29/12/2022 Facebook 
Stop having stupid ideas and then wasting money sorting the mess you 
created 29/12/2022 Twitter 

Stop wrecking the A4174 with dangerous and stupid throughabouts.. and 
ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭƛƴƎ нпƘǊ ōǳǎ ƭŀƴŜǎ ƻƴ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ōǳǎǎŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǌǳƴ нпƘǊǎΦΦ ǘƘŀǘ 
would be a great start 09/12/2022 Twitter 

Gap rubbish you forget gaps when you do pointless roadworks , so called 
road improvements and metro bus lanes that arnt needed 09/12/2022 Twitter 

I understand that the council is owed millions from debtors. Why don't you 
invest a small amount of money in a dedicated specialist team to collect this 
debt. Surely this would be money well spent and would fix the hole you 
have created. 14/12/2022 Nextdoor 

why don't the greedy bankers, greedy oil companies, greedy non doms, 
greedy billionaires, greedy james dyson, greedy king Charles give some 
support. they will all die some day and what will they have given? 14/12/2022 Nextdoor 

They are all employing thousands of People who work for a living 14/12/2022 Nextdoor 

Mmmm? I can remember back when there was a banking crisis a few years 
ago that they had 44m in reserves in a Swiss bank. Why don't they use that 
as its most likely increased since then, isn't that what reserves are for? 

14/12/2022 Nextdoor 
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Appendices 

A. Copy of Residents Survey Phase 1 
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