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Key findings 
 

The key findings from the consulta�on on the dra� financial plan 2016-20 are: 

  

• In total, 217 responses to the survey were received.  

 

• The majority of respondents (60%) thought the council should accept the 

Government’s proposal of increasing council tax by 2% to be used exclusively for the 

funding of adult social care in Leicestershire 

 

• A total council tax increase of 4% was the most frequently selected op�on (25%). 

However, 51% of respondents said they would be prepared to pay an increase in 

council tax of 4% or more. Almost one in five respondents said they did not want a 

council tax increase (19%). 

 

• Some who disagreed with the social care precept were s�ll prepared to pay an 

increase in council tax (21% of all respondents), sugges�ng that they either thought 

any council tax increase should be less than 2% or that perhaps any income 

generated should be available across all services.  

 

• When asked for their views on how the budget had been allocated across services, 

27% of respondents ‘agreed’, 44% ‘disagreed’ and 29% said they ‘neither agreed nor 

disagreed’. 

 

• Key messages from the open-ended ques�ons include: 

− Reduce management costs and address staff performance 

− Concern about the impact on museums/culture/ leisure and library services 

− Merge with other councils and collaborate, integrate and join up services with 

other authori�es 

− Need for further efficiency, e.g. in service delivery and council running costs 

− Recogni�on that the decisions are difficult but services should be protected 

− Concern about the long-term consequences of cuts 

− The need to challenge na�onal government  

 

• The findings from this consulta�on are in line with previous consulta�ons, including 

the large scale budget consulta�on exercise which was carried out in 2013. 

Respondents have become more recep�ve over the last few years to council tax 

increases. However, in the latest consulta�on, fewer respondents have agreed with 

how the budget has been allocated, with more people now disagreeing than 

agreeing. 

 

• Although the survey responses represent a small sample size, the views are none-the-

less valued and will be taken forward and considered as part of the detailed service 

redesign work over the coming months. By iden�fying the poten�al nega�ve impacts 

of cuts, services can start to explore how such nega�ve impacts can be mi�gated by 

providing services differently.  
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• In addi�on to the survey, leKers were received from the Leicester Shire Business 

Council and the East Midlands Chamber (see Appendix 3). Both organisa�ons 

recognised the scale of the challenge, par�cularly the reduc�ons in government 

grant. The Business Council was impressed by the aspira�ons in the re-organisa�on of 

adult social care. Although opposed to the council becoming a commercial supplier of 

good and services, it was suppor�ve of the council adop�ng a more commercial 

approach.  

 

• The Business Council and the East Midlands Chamber urged the council to support 

businesses and economic growth (through a range of mechanisms), ci�ng that this 

would help the council’s financial situa�on through business rates reten�on. Both 

organisa�ons stated that they were keen to be consulted on the council’s future 

plans.  

 

Background 
 

The consulta�on on the detailed budget proposals follows on from the extensive 

consulta�on exercise that was carried out over the summer of 2013, which informed the 

development of the council’s four year financial plan, the Medium Term Financial Strategy
1
.  

 

During the summer of 2013, the county council heard the views of more than 7,200 

residents, staff and stakeholders. Views were gathered through an online survey, a 

ques�onnaire that went to every household in the county (via the council’s magazine 

Leicestershire MaKers), and three independently facilitated in-depth delibera�ve 

workshops with a representa�ve cross-sec�on of Leicestershire residents. 

 

The dra� financial plan 2016-20 reflects the above findings, and the consulta�on exercise 

on the budget plan was designed to provide another opportunity for residents and 

community groups to have their views heard and taken into account. 

 

Methodology 
 

Following the publica�on of the detailed budget proposals, a summary document and 

survey form were made available on the county council’s website for the dura�on of the 

consulta�on period of 12
th 

to 25
th

 January 2016.   

 

This provided the opportunity for any member of the public, including Leicestershire 

County Council employees, to complete the survey. Paper copies of the survey and copies 

in alterna�ve formats (including easy read) were available on request. A dedicated email 

address was also provided for the dura�on of the consulta�on period for respondents to 

submit their views should they wish.  The consulta�on was promoted to the Leicester Shire 

Business Council, the Leicester and Leicestershire Enterprise Partnership, the voluntary and 

community sector (via Voluntary Ac�on Leicestershire), Parish Councils and the 

Leicestershire Equali�es Challenge Group. 

 

 

1
The detailed findings from the 2013 exercise 

are available on the county council’s website 

www.leics.gov.uk/future.   
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Communica�on 

 

Awareness of the consulta�on was raised through three press releases and a lead story on 

the council’s home page. It received coverage through the Leicester Mercury and its 

website, Radio Leicester, the weekly press, local radio sta�ons such as Oak FM and 

Harborough FM and local news websites. This was preceded by extensive coverage of the 

council’s dra� budget proposals across the press, TV, radio and internet. 

  

It was also promoted via the council's social media channels such as TwiKer, throughout 

the consulta�on period. Emails were issued to those who had registered for regular budget 

updates. The opportunity to view the proposals was promoted to staff via the 

Chief Execu�ve's newsleKer, through internal briefings and emails and a news item on the 

County Council’s intranet.  

 

Ques�ons 

 

The survey asked respondents about council tax levels (including the Government’s 

proposed 2% social care precept) and the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 

how the budget had been allocated across services. It also asked a number of open ended 

ques�ons about the budget and the way the council works. These are listed below: 

• Are there any specific service reduc�ons you disagree with? 

• Are there any addi�onal service reduc�ons or charges you think we should consider? 

• Are there any areas where you think we could make further efficiency savings without 

impac�ng on services? 

• Do you have any other comments about our dra� budget proposals? 

 

A range of demographic ques�ons were also asked, namely: gender, age, disability, 

ethnicity, religion, sexual orienta�on, postcode, whether the respondents are parents or 

carers of a young person aged 17 or under, or a carer of a person aged 18 or over. See 

Appendix 2 for the full ques�onnaire.  

 

Respondent profile  
 

The demographic profile of respondents (see Appendix 1) shows: 

• An under-representa�on of those aged under 25 (13.2 percentage point difference 

compared to the 2011 Census)  

• An under-representa�on of Chris�ans (12.9 percentage points)  
• An under-representa�on of people with a long-standing illness or disability (4.1 

percentage points) 
• An under-representa�on of Asian or Asian Bri�sh respondents (2.9 percentage points) 

 

Results 

 

In total, 217 responses to the survey were received during the period 12
th

 to 25
th

 January 

2016.   



Leicestershire’s future - Consulta�on on dra� financial plan 2016-20  

                             7                                           January 2016 

Ques�on 1 - Role 

 

Respondents were asked in what capacity they were responding to the survey. Chart 1 

below shows the breakdown (note that the percentages add up to more than 100% as 

more than one box could be �cked). It shows that most people who completed the survey 

were responding as residents of the county (77%) and/or as employees of Leicestershire 

County Council (LCC) (32%). 

 

 

Chart 2 shows that 62% of respondents are residents but not LCC employees, 18% are LCC 

employees but not residents, and 15% are both residents and employees. 

 

Throughout the analysis that follows, comparison has been made between the views from 

residents who are not LCC employees (121 respondents) and the views from those who 

work for the county council (70 respondents). 

 

Chart 1 - Role(s) in which people responded to the consulta�on (mul�ple response) 

Base = 264 (mul�ple responses - therefore percentages sum to more than 100%) 

Chart 2 - Further analysis of respondent type (single response) 

Base = 217  
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Ques�on 2 - Social care precept 

 

Respondents were asked whether they thought the council should accept the government 

proposal of increasing council tax by 2% to be used exclusively for the funding of adult 

social care in Leicestershire. Chart 3 shows that overall, 60% were in favour of accep�ng 

the precept and this figure varied very liKle between residents and employees (57% and 

61% respec�vely). 

 

Using the demographic informa�on collected about the respondents (see Appendix 1), 

together with sta�s�cal techniques, it is possible to see if there are any significant 

differences in views between groups. 

 

Sta�s�cal analysis by demographic group shows that female respondents were more likely 

to accept the 2% social care precept, whereas males were more likely to state that they did 

not know. LGBT
2
 respondents were more likely to disagree with the proposal or to state 

they did not know. 

 

Ques�on 3 - Council tax 

 

Respondents were asked about the total council tax increase they would be prepared to 

pay next year (including the 2% social care precept if they agreed with this in the preceding 

ques�on). Chart 4 shows the overall response. It shows that a 4% increase (the council’s 

proposed council tax increase, including the 2% social care precept) was the most 

2
Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender 

Chart 3 - Whether or not to accept the 2% social care precept 

Base = 216 

All respondents 

Base = 134 

Residents 

Base = 70 

Employees 
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frequently selected op�on (25%). However, when the categories are combined (Chart 5) it can 

be seen that more than half of respondents (52%) were prepared to pay an increase of 4% or 

higher. Only 19% of respondents did not want any increase in council tax next year. 

 

The overall paKern is the same for residents and employees, i.e. an increase of 4% or more is 

preferred (Chart 5). However, the propor�on of residents who selected an increase of 4% or 

more is lower than the propor�on of employees (44% compared to 62%). Also, a higher 

Chart 4 - Total level of Council Tax increase (inc. social care precept if agreed) - all respondents 

Base = 215 

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20% 22% 24% 26%

% of respondents

None

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

Above 5%

13%

10%

25%

17%

19%

8%

9%

None

1-3%

4% or more

26%

30%

44%

Residents 
Base = 215 

Chart 5 - Total level of Council Tax increase (inc. social care precept if agreed) - summary  

All respondents 

Employees 
Base = 135 

Base = 70 
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propor�on of residents compared to employees said there should be no increase (26% 

compared to 8%). 

 

Sta�s�cal analysis by demographic group shows that female respondents were more likely 

to agree with an increase of 4% or more, whereas male respondents were more likely to 

state that there should be no increase in council tax. It also shows that residents of the 

county who were not employees were more likely to state that there should be no increase 

in council tax, whereas employees who were not residents of the county were more likely 

to agree with an increase of 4% or more. 

It is useful to look at how respondents answered both the social care precept ques�on and 

the total council tax ques�on. Charts 6 and 7 show the different combina�ons of responses 

to the two ques�ons. The charts show that only 15% of respondents disagreed with the 2% 

social care precept and also said they did not want any council tax increase.  

Chart 6 shows that the most popular response combina�on was ‘yes’ to the social care 

precept and then the selec�on of a 4% total council tax increase (including the 2% social 

care precept), which 21% of respondents chose. 

Chart 6 - Social care precept and total council tax increase 

Base = 197 (sum of table cells = 100%) 

Chart 7 - Social care precept and total council tax increase - summary 

Base = 197 (sum of table cells = 100%) 
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The charts also show that some who disagreed with the social care precept were s�ll 

prepared to pay an increase in council tax (21% of all respondents), sugges�ng that they 

either thought any council tax increase should be less than 2% or that perhaps any income 

generated should be available across all services.  

Chart 7 shows that, in summary, 42% of all respondents agreed with the social care precept 

and were prepared to pay a total council tax increase of 4% or higher. 

 

Ques�on 4 - Budget alloca�on 

 

Respondents to the survey were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with how the 

budget had been allocated across services. The headline results show that overall 27% 

‘agreed’, 44% ‘disagreed’, and 29% ‘neither agreed nor disagreed’ with how the budget had 

been allocated (Chart 8).  

 

A higher propor�on of residents disagreed with how the budget had been allocated (47%) 

than agreed (20%). Employees, on the other hand, were more polarised, with 40% agreeing 

and 39% disagreeing. A higher propor�on of residents than employees said they ’neither 

agreed nor disagreed’ (34% compared to 20%).  

 

Sta�s�cal analysis by demographic group showed that those respondents who cared for a 

person aged 17 or under were significantly more likely to disagree with how the budget has 

been allocated across services, and employees who were not a resident of the county were 

more likely to agree. 

 

Chart 8 - Agreement/disagreement with how the budget has been allocated across services 

Base = 216 

Base = 134 

Residents 

All respondents 

Employees 

Base = 70 

1% 

1% 

2% 
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Open-ended ques�ons 

 

The consulta�on survey included four open-ended ques�ons.  These were: 

• Are there any specific service reduc�ons you disagree with? 

• Are there any addi�onal service reduc�ons or charges you think we should consider? 

• Are there any areas where you think we could make further efficiency savings without 

impac�ng on services? 

• Do you have any other comments about our dra� budget proposals? 

 

As many of the ques�ons are interlinked, the answers from respondents o�en spanned 

more than one ques�on, for example, they may have made reference to services they did 

not want to see cut when iden�fying areas where they thought there could be further 

efficiency savings made. Therefore, the comments across all four ques�ons have been read 

and coded together. Some comments contained more than one point of view - each 

specific point of view was coded using the coding frame. Three broad themes were 

iden�fied, these were: 

• Concerns about savings in certain areas  

• Sugges�ons about making savings/efficiencies in certain areas 

• AStudes towards the budget, the consulta�on and other comments 

 

These are explored in more detail below. 

 

 

Concerns about savings in certain areas  

 

Chart 9 shows the coding of the open comments in this theme. The top seven comments 

are described in more detail below:  

 

Museums/ culture & leisure ac�vi�es/ tourism (inc. Snibston) (24) 

Respondents disagreed with cuts to cultural services such as libraries and museums. The 

closure of Snibston Discovery Park and the decision not to replace this with a smaller 

mining museum was men�oned by 15 out of the 24 respondents, who said they were 

concerned about the effect on museums and culture.  

“The closure of educa�onal and heritage sites outside of Leicester. The closure of 

Snibston Discovery Museum and its mining museum means that Coalville will lose its last 

links with the industry which founded it. They should stay open in order for the town to 

keep its heritage and iden�ty.” 

 

“We are seeing massive reduc�ons in the services we rely on for a quality of life that 

living in Leicestershire has always given before, Tidy towns - no li&er, grass mown etc., 

leisure services, our libraries, museums, theatres etc. We need these things to enrich lives 

if not we will become a dull insular society.”  
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Consequences for social care & health (21) 

Many respondents highlighted the risks of cuSng services that may lead to increased costs 

in the future or for other services. Twenty-one respondents warned par�cularly of 

decisions, which may have long-term effects on services such as adult social care or the 

NHS. They were also concerned about the impact cuts may have on the general quality of 

life for individuals and communi�es.   

“Preven�on is surely be&er than cure? Reduc�ons in areas such as substance misuse and 

smoking and tobacco services could lead to preventable illness and premature deaths?” 

“I understand the need to concentrate on those most at risk, but the dismantling of 

services that promote people's wellbeing, independence and quality of life worries me in 

that I feel it will only serve to cause problems further down the line.” 

 

Libraries (20)  

Twenty respondents opposed cuts to library services.  These respondents were also more 

likely to men�on that they disagreed with cuts to museums and other cultural services.  

“Reduc�on in library services. The most vulnerable people in our society depend on the 

Chart 9 - Concerns about savings in certain areas (coding of comments) 
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library, they may not speak to anybody all day but they can rely on a friendly gree�ng 

from the library. Libraries are also safe places for everyone. The library service reduces 

the burden on adult social care just by being there.” 

“Please do not cut the library service further. It is running on fresh air as it is.” 

 

Public transport (16) 

Cuts to public transport were men�oned as a concern by 16 respondents, who were o�en 

worried about the impact of these cuts on those living in rural areas and vulnerable people 

who may not be able to drive.  

“The local transport plan suggests cuts in subsidised bus services but increased isola�on 

can lead to mental and physical health problems and the ability to get out and about 

could be seen as a form of preven�on. Similarly the right to free travel by bus pass is 

good for older people but only if bus services are available near to where they live.   The 

use of a bus pass by people who can otherwise get about triggers journeys which would 

not otherwise be made which helps make some routes commercially viable or in need of 

reduced subsidy and helps keep services for those who do really need them.” 

“Cu-ng bus subsidies will impact on the elderly and people with disabili�es and those 

who live in isolated rural areas. The numbers of buses will be cut during the day without 

the subsidy and all those affected will become more isolated, feel less well and need 

more support at home. This will impact on the adult social care budget.” 

 

Young people/ children & families (14)  

Fourteen respondents expressed opposi�on to cuts that affect children, young people and 

families.   

“Cuts to the services offered to young people, and grant schemes offered to organisa�ons 

with a vested interested in young people, are too far reaching and short sighted.” 

“I hugely disagree with the cut in Children's Social Care - par�cularly that for disabled 

children. Cu-ng the number of Short Breaks and changing the criteria for Direct 

Payment, will greatly affect families and will, in the medium and long term, cost LCC 

more as they have to provide crisis care rather than planned expenditure.” 

“Adop�on services in par�cular are unable to cope with demand and are not providing 

the service needed for adopted children.” 

 

Consequences (various & undefined) (11)  

As noted above, many respondents expressed concern about the consequences of the cuts 

that are proposed. In eleven cases, it was not further specified in which areas these 

consequences would be felt. 

“The short-term savings that are being proposed now will simply cost society more in the 

long-term as problems are pushed elsewhere for other sectors to deal with.  The lack of 

any cohesive long-term thinking is an outrage.” 

“The loss of libraries will have long term adverse consequences.” 
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Road & highway maintenance/ transport (general) (11)  

Eleven respondents commented that they disagreed with cuts to transport and road 

maintenance and that this area should be priori�sed. 

“There should be no reduc�on in roads and transport maintenance due to the increase in 

road traffic, Central Government, who get the funding from road taxes should allocate 

more to Leicestershire for the care of roads.” 

“I am concerned about reduc�ons to highways and transport.” 

“Highways maintenance, safety, signing, inspec�ons, quality of repairs has been poor in 

the last 5 years resul�ng in repeat works.” 

 

 

Sugges�ons about making savings/efficiencies in certain areas 

 

Chart 10 shows the coding of the open comments in this theme. The top seven comments 

are described in more detail below:  

 

Management/ higher grade salaries: Cut salary, posi�ons (29)  

Many respondents felt that cuts should be made in the running of the council and 29 

proposed that this should happen by reducing the overall number of managers or reducing 

the salaries of managers and those with high salaries.  

“I would strongly suggest that senior council officers (including the Chief Execu�ve) 

consider a salary cut. This would not only save money in administra�on, it would make a 

posi�ve statement in terms of suppor�ng or showing empathy [for] those members of 

staff who will sadly be losing their jobs.” 

 “Top level management to take a �ered pay cut. (Grade 15+), 1% year one, 1% Year 

two” 

 

Inefficiency: Staff performance & hiring decisions (21) 

Closely related to the topic of management pay, staff in general was seen as an area where 

money is being wasted. Sugges�ons around staff cuts were varied amongst these 21 

respondents. Whilst some proposed staff cuts in general or the use of volunteers in order 

to reduce costs, others commented that this was not necessarily the best approach and 

that hiring decisions had to be made more strategically. For instance, the hiring of agency 

staff was cri�cised. Others suggested a change in overall working hours per week or the 

altera�on of employment terms and condi�ons.  

“There may be savings to be had by reducing the need for staff by making more use of 

voluntary help. They will need some support and direc�on but if officers could learn to 

trust the voluntary sector there is a lot of experience about in the re�red popula�on s�ll 

fit enough and willing to undertake some roles.” 

“You cut staff to save money in all public sector jobs and then end up having to employ 

agency staff who cost more to hire than the people you already had employed” 

 “Make redundant some of the old retainers that simply do not do their job and employ 
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Chart 10 - Sugges�ons about making savings/efficiencies in certain areas (coding of comments) 

Code Count

Management/ higher grade salaries: Cut salary, positions 29

Inefficiency: Staff performance & hiring decisions 21

Merge with other councils, reduce number of councils 19

Councillors: Cut positions, allowances, salary 16

Public transport: Higher charges/ cut or eliminate subsidies 11

Waste: Join up services with other counties (inc. bin collections) 11

Collaborate, integrate & join services (e.g. health and social care) 10

Improve procurement 9

County Hall: Charge for parking 8

County Hall: Reduce daily running costs 8

County Hall: Sell or reduce space or close down completely 7

Museums/ libraries/ culture / leisure/ greenspaces: Reduce or review 7

Reduce bureaucracy and administration 7

Street lighting: Switch off more, convert to LED, movement sensors 7

Adult social care: Review for efficiency 6

Inefficiency: General & unspecified 6

Public health: Review or reduce 6

Roads: Cut speed bumps & cycle lanes, don't improve roads that are ok 6

County Hall: Reduce catering subsidy/ hospitality 5

Do not spend money on consultants 5

Non-essential/ non-statutory services: Cut 5

Invest in prevention & manage demand 4

Assess who really needs support and who can contribute more (e.g. elderly) 3

County Hall: Printing and postage 3

Duplicate services and funding: Cut 3

Grass cutting: Reduce 3

Increase use of business intelligence to find efficiencies 3

Money is being wasted (unspecified) 3

Parking: Enforce rules and increase charges 3

Services for minority groups 3

Adult social care: Stop care online & adult learning 2

Better management is needed 2

Business intelligence service: Cut 2

Cut grants to businesses & communities 2

Housing: Increase income 2

Invest in technology 2

IT: Cut 2

People should have fewer children 2

Adult social care: Fairer charging 1

Build social housing 1

EU: Support exit 1

First contact & assistive technology: cut 1

Footpaths: Cut 1

Immigration services: Cut 1

Public Relations: Cut 1

Registrars service: Review 1

Remodel Early Help 1

Research: Cut 1

Strategic Planning Service: Cut 1

Transformation: Cut 1

Transport: Cut 1

VCS infrastructure contract: Review 1

Waste: Encourage reduction of waste 1
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some young enthusias�c people who would cost considerably less and bring a fresh 

approach to the council’s services.” 

“Is it worth considering a reduc�on to the working week from 37 to 35 hours and amend 

the pay accordingly. This would give the council a huge saving.” 

“Get rid of staff who don't do their jobs properly and efficiently.” 

 

Merge with other councils, reduce number of councils (19) 

Many respondents suggested that working more closely with other councils or coun�es 

could reduce costs. Nineteen respondents commented specifically, that a reduc�on in the 

number of councils should be considered.  

“Combine the city and county councils (as it was years ago) this would reduce the 

amount of buildings and staff needed and free up more money for essen�al things.” 

“Create unitary authori�es in Leicestershire.  It seems mad that borough councils join up 

with other borough councils in other authori�es and not within Leicestershire.” 

“It seems to me that the scale of cuts you are faced with is so extreme that you have to 

consider a totally different approach to local government service provision in the county. 

As well as the county council there are 7 district councils also facing severe funding cuts. 

There should be fewer councils. I would suggest two unitary authori�es - one in north 

Leicestershire based in Loughborough and one in south Leicestershire based in Market 

Harborough. You could then sell the County Hall site for housing which would raise about 

£40m.” 

 

Councillors: Cut posi�ons, allowances, salary (16)  

Along with cuts to management and staff, many par�cipants felt that savings could be 

made by cuSng the overall number of councillors or reducing their salary and allowances. 

This was seen to be a financial considera�on but respondents also commented that 

councillors should lead by example.  

“There should be a significant reduc�on in the number of Councillors and their 

allowances. There are less staff/services/money to oversee, so why do you need the same 

number of Councillors at the top? They should lead by example.” 

“The allowances to Councillors be reduced by the increase in Council Tax i.e. 3.9%. All 

allowances above the basic allowance i.e. special responsibili�es, be limited to £1,000, 

and no payment of more than one special allowance irrespec�ve of the special 

responsibili�es.” 

 

Public transport: Higher charges/ cut or eliminate subsidies (11) 

Eleven respondents suggested that efficiencies should be made in the provision of public 

transport. Free transport should only be provided for those most at need, such as disabled 

school children or elderly people without a car. Free bus travel for the elderly should be 

stopped and individuals should instead pay a small fee towards each trip or pay to receive 

their free passes.   

 “Free unrestricted bus travel is no longer affordable and needs to be limited in its 
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applica�on, travel on a free card should be limited to travel within the county 

boundaries, I know of people who travel for pleasure as far away as Scotland because it 

is free, not an abuse apparently as it is allowed, but hardly within the spirit of subsidised 

travel. I also believe that a fixed payment of 50p for each subsidised travel journey is fair 

and affordable and could be easily managed by the bus providers.” 

“Subsidy to bus operators, buses that serve my locality on the whole are empty or single 

figure occupancy, most families have at least 1 car nowadays. The public transport 

service is so unreliable.” 

 

Waste: Increase charges/ reduce bin collec�ons/ join services with other coun�es (11)  

There was some confusion about district and county responsibili�es with regard to waste 

services. Eleven respondents felt that efficiency savings could be made by joining up waste 

services over a larger geographical area, increasing charges for individuals or reducing bin 

collec�on frequency.  

“Waste collec�on. Partnerships with Derbyshire, No&s, Northants etc. should pool 

resources. Why does each county require its own waste department when a single larger 

one can do that job more cost effec�vely.” 

“Reducing black waste collec�on to every three weeks.  If managed correctly recycling 

rates should increase therefore crea�ng extra revenue for both the councils & the service 

provider.” 

“Charge for waste permits” 

 

Collaborate, integrate & join services (e.g. health and social care) (10)   

Respondents suggested that services should be joined up in order to reduce costs. This 

included sugges�ons to merge services between different districts, combine departments 

and integrate services such as health and social care.   

“Explore if departments can be merged - e.g. A&C with Public Health, Chief Execs with 

Corporate Resources?” 

“Ensure that health and social care are be&er integrated and that care in the community 

is supported.” 

“Further integra�on with local partners including other local authori�es and NHS 

partners such as CCGs.” 
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A�tudes towards the budget, the consulta�on and other comments 

 

Chart 11 shows the coding of the open comments in this theme. The top four comments 

are described in more detail below:  

 

The council has difficult decisions to make (13)  

Many respondents expressed that they understood the difficult posi�on the council was in 

and were sympathe�c. These comments were o�en accompanied by the view that central 

government was to blame and that Leicestershire had been unfairly treated in the grant 

alloca�on.  

“You are obviously struggling with very difficult financial constraints imposed on you by 

an uncaring government.” 

“You have a hard job to do and are making the best of it.” 

“Only that I appreciate the situa�on and find it immensely worrying for the future of the 

people of Leicestershire - and frustra�ng that our local MPs seem to want to wash their 

hands of it.“ 

“Unfortunately not - it has to be done - but it is most unfair that Leicestershire is hit so 

hard.” 

Chart 11 - A�tudes towards the budget, the consulta�on and other comments (coding of comments) 

Code Count

The council has difficult decisions to make 13

National government needs to be challenged on the budget 12

No more cuts should be made, there have been too many already 8

Budget decisions have not been made well 7

Council tax should not be increased 7

Adopt a commercial approach and learn from the private sector 6

Central government failures 6

Consultations are not useful/ will not be listened to 6

Services that can bring in money have been cut (e.g. Snibston) 6

Having to deliver more/the same with less 5

Impacts felt (mostly) by vulnerable people 5

Make do with budget, cut services and don't try to raise more money 5

Political motives are questionable, more transparency is needed 5

Even small savings should be considered 4

Lead by example 4

Be more creative & think outside the box 3

Concerned about the impact of the cuts 3

Council tax should be increased (to an extent) 3

Cuts should be evenly spread across areas/ services 3

Difficult to comment based on available information 3

Reserves could/should be used 3

Communities & individuals need to do more 2

Cuts should be made more slowly 2

Budget proposal should have been discussed more by cabinet 1

Local businesses should be asked for strategic input 1

Need to consider total council tax increase (inc. fire, police, districts etc.) 1

Raise tax for those on higher incomes 1

The budget proposals overlook things 1
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Na�onal government needs to be challenged on the budget (12) 

Following on from the above theme, twelve respondents suggested that the grant 

alloca�ons by central government should be challenged and the council should not just 

accept what they had been given.  

“No!  How about standing up to the government and asking for a fair share of the budget 

rather than being the worst funded council in the country.” 

“I understand the unfair distribu�on of government monies to councils and I would hope 

you are doing more than lobbying the 'string pullers'. I suggest threaten the government 

that we will go bankrupt rather than inflict these grossly inflated increases on Council Tax 

payers.” 

“No - the county council must tell the government that before the government asks for 

cut backs on services MPs salaries must be cut , their expenses reduced and a&endance 

fees for the Lords cut , waste of government spending must end or ministers replaced . 

Why should children, old folk the poor and unemployed suffer when MPs are rolling in it.” 

 

No more cuts should be made, there have been too many already (8) 

Respondents expressed their dismay at the scope of cuts that have already been made and 

felt that a limit had been reached and further cuts were not acceptable. This o�en went 

along with comments that the budget should not be blindly accepted but that the council 

should instead challenge central government and request beKer funding.  

“Services have been reduced too much already, soon there won't be any public services 

leO.” 

“Is there any point where the council simply cannot make any more savings? What 

happens then?  Only certain services are legal requirements but the county would surely 

be a worse place if only the bare minimum was provided.”   

 

Budget decisions have not been made well (7)  

Conversely, about the same number of respondents made it clear that they were not 

sa�sfied with the way in which decisions have been made so far.  

“They are the difficult decisions you were elected to make, it's poor management simply 

to chase more money. Reduce services.” 

“Honestly I cannot understand the logic behind the people who make these incredibly 

stupid decisions.” 

“Don't you fools get it - No No No to any rise in Council tax. Infla�on is near zero % and 

this unimagina�ve council is bereO of any ideas other than to pour more tax payers’ 

money down the drain. The very fact that a rise is being tabled by this administra�on 

shows they have failed to properly embrace the austerity situa�on and have not learned 

ANY lessons. An u&er derelic�on of duty by a management team bereO of any skill or 

imagina�on.” 
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Council tax should not be increased (7) 

Seven respondents expressed their opposi�on to a rise in council tax. Sta�ng that savings 

needed to be made instead of trying to secure addi�onal funds for the council. It was also 

commented that an increase in council tax would be difficult to afford for people whose 

incomes have been nega�vely affected over the last years.  

“Savings must be made to ensure that there are no increases in council tax.” 

“As many of us have received no or very low pay increases in the last few years where are 

we supposed to find the extra cash to pay the hike in council tax?” 

“We have been given a 5 year break from tax increases, you now want to bump it up by 

4%, it seems pointless to me having the break, it would've been be&er to keep a 

consistent increase rather than nothing for 5 years then a 4% jump out of nowhere.” 

 

 

Other consulta�on responses 
 

In addi�on to the survey, leKers were received from the Leicester Shire Business Council 

and the East Midlands Chamber (see Appendix 3). Both organisa�ons recognised the scale 

of the challenge and the external pressures facing the council, par�cularly the con�nuing 

reduc�ons in grant from central government. The Business Council commended the 

council’s efforts and was impressed by the aspira�ons in the re-organisa�on of adult social 

care. They were also suppor�ve of the council’s ini�a�ve to adopt a more commercial 

approach. However, they thought that the council becoming a commercial supplier of 

goods and services would be ill-advised. 

 

The East Midlands Chamber expressed the hope that the county council and other 

authori�es would work closely with the business community to understand the needs of 

businesses and how they can be supported for growth. They argued that the rela�onship 

between business growth and a financially robust and sustainable authority must be a 

central considera�on when considering future spending and savings, par�cularly given the 

poten�al changes to business rates reten�on and pooling. They were also keen to stress 

the importance of a well-managed transport system as a key facilitator of growth and they 

urged the council to be bold and joined-up in its thinking around transport management 

and improvement projects. 

 

The Business Council expressed support for the work of the LLEP and their role in enhancing 

the area’s ability to create wealth, and they want to see the council con�nue to support 

their work. However, they also expressed disappointment in the council’s proposed 

reduc�on in funding of tourism promo�on because of the link with local wealth crea�on 

and employment. The Business Council also raised concerns about the impact of changes to 

parking and trade waste on local businesses. 

 

Both the Business Council and the East Midlands Chamber stated that they were keen to be 

consulted on future plans, par�cularly around the business support budget, parking and 

also the council’s inten�on to have a more commercial focus.  
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Appendix 1 - Respondent profile 

 Survey Responses   2011 Census (16+) 

Do you have a long-standing illness or 

disability?* 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

Yes 26 13.1% 15.0% 19.1% 

No 147 73.9% 85.0% 80.9% 

No reply 26 13.1%    

*2011 Census asks if respondents day-to-day ac�vi�es are limited a lot 

 2011 Census (16+) 

Ethnicity 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

White 180 82.9% 94.2% 92.2% 

Mixed  1 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 

Asian or Asian Bri�sh 6 2.8% 3.1% 6.0% 

Black or Black Bri�sh 1 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 

Other ethnic group 3 1.4% 1.6% 0.4% 

No reply 26 12.0%    

Survey Responses   

 Survey Responses    2011 Census (16+) 

Sexual orienta�on 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR8 % 

Bisexual 6 2.8% 3.4% 

Gay 7 3.2% 3.9% 

Heterosexual/straight 161 74.2% 89.9% 

Lesbian 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Other 5 2.3% 2.8% 

No reply 38 17.5%  

(Not applicable)   

 2011 Census (16+) 

Gender 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

Male 106 48.8% 52.0% 49.0% 

Female 98 45.2% 48.0% 51.0% 

No reply 13 6.0%    

Survey Responses  

 2011 Census (16+) 

Age 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

15-24 2 0.9% 1.1% 14.3% 

25-34 25 11.5% 13.2% 13.2% 

35-44 41 18.9% 21.6% 17.2% 

45-54 50 23.0% 26.3% 17.8% 

55-64 31 14.3% 16.3% 15.9% 

65-74 32 14.7% 16.8% 11.6% 

75-84 6 2.8% 3.2% 7.2% 

85 and over 3 1.4% 1.6% 2.9% 

No reply 27 12.4%    

Survey Responses   

*NR = No reply 
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 2011 Census (16+) 

District 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

Blaby 33 15.2% 20.0% 14.3% 

Charnwood 52 24.0% 31.5% 25.9% 

Harborough 18 8.3% 10.9% 12.9% 

Hinckley & Bosworth 18 8.3% 10.9% 16.2% 

Melton 10 4.6% 6.1% 7.7% 

North West Leicestershire 29 13.4% 17.6% 14.2% 

Oadby & Wigston 5 2.3% 3.0% 8.7% 

Missing/Invalid Postcode 43 19.8%    

Leicester 5 2.3%    

Survey Responses     

Other 4 1.8%   

 2011 Census (16+) 

Are you a parent or carer of a young 

person aged 17 or under? 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

Yes 57 26.3% 28.8% (Census data includes 

all people cared for 

regardless of age) 

No 141 65.0% 71.2% 

No reply 19 8.8%  

Survey Responses    

 2011 Census (16+) 

Are you a carer of a person aged 18 or 

over? 217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

Yes 25 11.5% 12.9% (Census data includes 

all people cared for 

regardless of age) 

No 169 77.9% 87.1% 

No reply 23 10.6%  

Survey Responses     

 2011 Census (16+) 

What is your religion?  217 % Inc NR* % Ex NR* % 

No religion 88 40.4% 46.3% 25.3% 

Chris�an (All denomina�ons) 89 40.8% 46.8% 62.6% 

Buddhist 2 0.9% 1.1% 0.3% 

Hindu 3 1.4% 1.6% 2.8% 

Jewish 2 0.9% 1.1% 0.1% 

Muslim 1 0.5% 0.5% 1.2% 

Sikh 1 0.5% 0.5% 1.2% 

Any other religion or belief 4 1.8% 2.1% 0.4% 

No reply 28 12.8%  6.3% 

Survey Responses      

*NR = No reply 
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Appendix 2 - Ques�onnaire 
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Appendix 3- Stakeholder responses 
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 About the Research and Insight Team 
 

The team provides research and insight support to the council, working with both internal 

departments and partner organisa�ons. 

 

The team provides assistance with: 

 

 

 

 

Contact 

Jo Miller and Rob Radburn      

Research & Insight Team Leaders (Job Share) 

     

Research & Insight Team 

Strategy, Partnerships & Communi�es 

Leicestershire County Council 

County Hall, Glenfield 

Leicester LE3 8RA 

 

Tel:   0116 305 7341 / 0116 305 6891 

Email:  jo.miller@leics.gov.uk / robert.radburn@leics.gov.uk 

Web:    www.lsr-online.org 

• Asset Mapping • Forecasts/modelling 

• Benchmarking • Literature reviews 

• Business case development • GIS Mapping/ Mapinfo  

• Community profiling  • Needs analysis  

• Consulta�on • Profiling  

• Cost benefit analysis • Ques�onnaire design 

• Journey mapping • Randomised control trials  

• Data management • Segmenta�on  

• Data cleaning/matching  • Social Return on Investment/evalua�ons 

• Data visualisa�on/ Tableau • Sta�s�cal analysis/SPSS 

• Engagement  • Surveys (all formats)/ SNAP 

• Ethnography  • Vo�ng handsets  

• Factor/cluster analysis  • Web analy�cs  

• Focus groups/workshops • Web usability tes�ng 
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Research & Insight Team 

Strategy, Partnerships & Communi�es 

Chief Execu�ve’s Department 

Leicestershire County Council 

County Hall 

Glenfield 

Leicester 

LE3 8RA 

 

ri@leics.gov.uk 

www.lsr-online.org 


