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1. Executive Summary of Public Consultation
1.1 Background
The Council Strategy for 2015 - 18 sets out our plans for services and spending over
a four year period. These plans reflect the changing demand for council services, as
well as the need to save at least £75 million. As part of the budget setting process
we identified some areas where we felt the council could achieve some of the
savings we need to make in 2016/17.
In the last five years the council has saved £140 million with no increase in council
tax. However, because of continued reductions in our funding from central
government, the council set out its proposals to increase council tax next year.
During the Together We Can consultation in the summer of 2014 and last year’s
budget consultation, many people told us that they would be prepared to pay more
council tax to protect services for the most vulnerable people. The budget
consultation sought feedback on three options around council tax.
Consultation on the 2016-17 draft budget took place between the 17th December
2015 and 22nd January 2016. The consultation comprised of a self selecting online
survey which was also available in hard copy at all local libraries. A number of
service users also completed the survey over the telephone. Consultation also took
place with stakeholder organisations, councillors, and trade unions. The minutes of
the discussion with Trade Unions appear further in this report.
The consultation outlined our proposals around council tax as well as seeking
feedback about the council’s overall aims and its focus on partnership working.
Stakeholders were also encouraged to give us their general feedback on our draft
budget.
In total, 945 usable responses were received to the public consultation. This is
broken down into 943 survey responses and 2 comments on social media.
This report outlines the key findings from the consultation.
1.2 Key Findings
There was strong endorsement that the council should continue to focus on the
areas outlined in the council’s strategy.
96% of respondents felt that we should prioritise working more closely with our
partners to combat duplication, achieve efficiencies and achieve better outcomes for
residents.
61% of respondents supported a rise in council tax for 2016/17
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43% were in favour of a 3.99% increase in council tax, which includes the
National Adult Social Care Levy with 18% favouring only a 1.99% increase.
Overall the comments received supported the council’s proposals to raise
council tax particularly in order to invest in services for people who need them
most. The main comments arising from the feedback were:
Cancel the incinerator
Focus our budget on statutory services
Invest in Gloucestershire’s infrastructure, in particular roads
Support for the most vulnerable: including services for the elderly and
children’s services
Transparency needed over how the additional money raised will be spent
From 14th January 2016 we received around 320 responses to the survey in
which comments were made around the incinerator project and in particular
made mention to Community R4C.

2. Findings from the Public Consultation on the 2016-17 Budget
2.1 Survey Method
An online survey was launched and promoted to all key stakeholders, including
District and Town and Parish councils, the LEP, the voluntary and community sector,
Health, service users and Gloucestershire residents.
Paper surveys were also available to the public through local libraries and media
coverage was achieved through press releases and a social media campaign.
The consultation was promoted through the People’s Panel who fully represent the
geographical distribution of the population of Gloucestershire as well as the age,
gender and ethnic diversity of the county.
In total, 943 usable responses to the public consultation survey were received. In
addition 2 comments were received via social media.
Profile questions on gender, age, ethnicity, disability and sexual orientation were
also included in the questionnaires and the responses have been analysed to ensure
that the equality objectives of the council have been adhered to.
A copy of the online/paper questionnaire has been included in Appendix B.
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2.2.1 Council Priorities
Question 1 asked respondents to what extent they agree with the council continuing
to focus its budget and resources on the main themes set out within the council’s
strategy.
93% of respondents indicated that the council should continue to focus on supporting
the most vulnerable, work with communities,families and individuals to help them to
do more for themselves and reduce our running costs to get the best out of our
assets.

Looking ahead to 2016-17 to what extent do you agree that
we should continue to focus our budget and resources on
these areas?
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

36.24%

42.58%
15.05%
4.84%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

Disagree

1.29%
Strongly disagree

There was no variation in responses between the protected characteristic groups.

2.2.2 Council Tax
Question 2 presented three options in relation to council tax. The three options were:
Option 1:

A 1.99% increase in council tax

Option2:

A 1.99% increase in council tax and in addition a further 2% adult
social care levy (a 3.99% increase in council tax)

Option 3:

A 0% increase in council tax

Respondents were provided with the proposed breakdown in the 2016/17 budget for
both option 1 and option 2 and given information about what the increase would
mean for an average band D household.
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Overall, 61% supported a rise in council tax for 2016/17.
43% of respondents supported a 3.99% rise, which includes the adult social care
levy. See chart below.

Which of the following options do you prefer?
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

43.64%

50%

38.18%

40%
30%
20%

18.18%

10%
0%

Option one: A 1.99% increase in Option two: A 1.99% increase in Option three A 0% rise in council
council tax
council tax in addition to a 2%
tax
council tax levy specifically to
support care for older people
(3.99% increase in council tax)

There was some variation by age and ethnicity in the percentage of respondents
who supported a rise in council tax.
Those over the age of 65 were more supportive of no increase in council tax than
those under 65. This was reflected also in some of the comments, where
respondents indicated that those of pensionable age may find it more difficult to
afford any increase.
Respondents from the BME community were also more supportive of no rise in
council tax and less supportive of the 3.99% increase.
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2.2.3 Partnership working
Question 3 asked respondents about our plans to develop our partnership working.

Question 3: In the past you have told us to work more closely with our partners to
combat duplication and achieve efficiencies. We have listened to this feedback and
have been strengthening our partnership working through shared back office
services and thinking of ways we can use our budgets collectively to get better
outcomes for residents. This year, we plan to develop this work further and we will
be looking more closely at changing how we work together across public sector
Gloucestershire.
Do you agree that this should be a priority for us?
There was overwhelming support for a continued focus on partnership working as
highlighted in the graph below:

Do you agree that this should be a priority for
us?
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

47.64%

50%

38.84%

40%
30%
20%

10.30%

10%

2.36%

0.86%

Disagree

Strongly disagree

0%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor
disagree

All protected characteristic groups felt strongly that we should continue to focus on
partnership working. Those with a religion or belief felt particularly strongly that we
should focus our resources here.

2.2.4 Other Comments
Respondents were also asked whether they had any comments to make about the
proposed budget for 2016/17.
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538 useable responses were received. Over half of those were in relation to the
incinerator project, following responses received from 14th January relating to the
incinerator. Many of the additional comments supported our approach to focussing
our spending on the most vulnerable and on statutory services. Some disagreed with
any rise in council tax and in particular noted the difficulties that some sections of the
community would face in paying any increase.
The most common themes were:
Cancel the incinerator
Focus our budget on statutory services
Invest in Gloucestershire’s infrastructure, in particular roads
Support for the most vulnerable: including services for the elderly and
children’s services
Transparency needed over how the additional money raised will be spent
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3. Trade Unions and Professional Associations - Budget
Consultation 2016/17
This meeting took place on Wednesday, 13 January 2016, when the following people
attended:
Jayne Jackson
Peter Clarke
Wayne Powell
Lesley Bishop
Jo Galazka
Tony Chong
Andrew Steward
John Jones

UNISON
UNISON
GMB
GMB
Unite
NASUWT
ATL
NAHT

Cllr Ray Theodoulou, Cabinet Member for Resources
Officers in support: Jo Walker, Director, Strategic Finance; Dilys Wynn, Director of
People Services; Nick Lerry, Employer Relations Manager.
Union representatives attended a pre-meeting with officers when Jo Walker provided
an overview of the budget proposals and there was an opportunity for detailed
technical questions to be asked, and answers given.
As the Cabinet’s representative, Cllr Theodoulou outlined the context in which the
budget proposals had been drafted, acknowledging that the services provided by the
Council were increasingly constrained to the minimum statutory level. He also
emphasised that in the areas of services for vulnerable adults and children, the
increases in demand showed no signs of abating and must be responded to, even to
the detriment of other services.
In response to questions from the Union representatives, Cllr Theodoulou confirmed:
That Local Authorities had the choice of whether or not to levy the additional
2% precept ring-fenced for Adult social care, however if this levy is not
introduced the funding gap between resources and demand within this area
will remain extremely challenging;
The financial settlement had confirmed that this specific Adult Social Care
levy could be raised each financial year until 2019/20 .
Indications from central government were for a move away from support via
the revenue support grant to each local authority being more dependant on
monies raised locally. There have been national announcements proposing
that business rates raised in an area be retained locally from 2019/20, but it is
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also clear that this would cause large inequalities of funding levels across the
country to arise unless there is an element of national redistribution. DCLG
have confirmed that a significant amount of analysis is required to work the
proposal up into a funding mechanism for local government.
Initial feedback from the budget consultation exercise suggested some
support for the 3.99% increase, however the consultation has not closed yet.
It was clear that however local government is funded in the future there would
be a need for year on year savings, given the financial forecasts announced
to 2019/20 in the financial settlement. The draft budget for 2016/17 shows
savings of approx. £32m which allowed for a drop in the revenue support
grant of approximately £9m and a further £23m savings to compensate for the
additional costs and commitments expected (including the rises in the
National Living Wage).
Cllr Theodoulou concluded the meeting by thanking everyone for their attendance.
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4. Schools Forum Consultation - Budget Consultation 2016/17
The Schools Forum met on 14thJanuary 2016. Feedback for incorporation into the
Budget Consultation is detailed below.
GCC Budget Consultation 2016/17
Feedback from Schools Forum – 14th January 2016
The summary MTFS document presented to Cabinet on 16th December 2015 was
discussed at Schools Forum along with the Appendices in the detailed MTFS paper
relating to Children & Families services. Minutes of the meeting will provide a record
of the discussion but a summary of the feedback from the meeting is as follows:Overall the Schools Forum was supportive of the budget proposals. During
consideration of the document particular reference was made to:The significant planned investment in additional Children’s safeguarding staff
(i.e. social workers), to reduce caseloads and improve practice and retention
of staff.
The additional one-off funding within Base Budget to mitigate risk associated
with the fluctuations in numbers of children in care.
The additional investment to provide for the increased number of adoption
allowances.
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Appendix A – Data Tables – Respondent breakdown
Age
Total

No response
16-24

935
8
0.85%
19
2.01%

25-34

69
7.32%

35-44

119
12.62%

45-54

187
19.83%

55-64

223
23.65%

65-74

220
23.33%

75 +

55
5.83%

Prefer not to say

43
4.56%

Gender
Total

No response

932
11
1.17%

Male

453
48.04%

Female

416
44.11%

Rather not say

63
6.68%
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Disability
Total

No response

926

17
1.8%

With disability

60
6.36%

Without disability

770
81.65%

Prefer not to say

96
10.18%

Ethnic Origin
Total

No response

922

21
2.23%

White

777
82.4%

BME

17

1.8%
Prefer not to say

128
13.57%

Sexuality
Total

No response

923

20
2.12%

Heterosexual/Straight

715
75.82%

Gay or Lesbian

16
1.7%

13

Bisexual

11
1.17%

Prefer not to say

171
18.13%

Religion or Belief
Total

No response

928

15
1.59%

Christian

367
38.92%

Buddhist

8
0.85%

Jewish

5
0.53%

Muslim

No religion

2
0.21%
388
41.15%

Other

20
2.12%

Prefer not to say

138
14.63%
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e online
www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/budget2014
Appendix B – Online and paper survey questionnaire
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