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2014/2015 BUDGET PROPOSALS
CONSULTATION FEEDBACK AND ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

1.

Southampton City Council’s Cabinet published their draft budget proposals for 2014/15 for
public consultation on 11 November 2013. Over the last four years the council has made
savings of £57 million. In 2014/15 the Council again faces a significant decrease in the
funding from central government. Costs are increasing and demand is rising for many of our
services. The challenge faced by the council is to achieve an overall reduction of more than
£60 million in the next three years.

The Council has difficult decisions to make which will impact on the city and has made a
commitment to engage and consult before, during and after decisions are made. Reflecting
previous feedback received the Cabinet was keen to consult more extensively than we have
done previously and a two stage approach was implemented this year. The first stage was
focused on resident priorities and helped inform the budget proposals. The second stage was
on the proposals themselves.

This appendix provides details of the consultation undertaken on both the priorities for the
budget and the draft budget proposals, the feedback received and how the feedback has
been acted upon.

THE CABINET’S APPROACH

4.

6.

In this difficult financial climate the Cabinet want to protect front line services as much as
possible, become fit for the future and deliver a balanced budget. In doing so, the Cabinet
recognise that they have to take tough decisions about council services and future spending.
They are determined to protect vital services and minimise the impact on residents,
businesses, service users and employees by doing things differently. As such the approach
the Cabinet took taken to developing the budget proposals was to ensure that we are:

¢ Protecting frontline services, priority areas and vulnerable people;

¢ Increasing our income and attracting investment

e Being as efficient as possible

o Focusing service reductions on services which are lower priority where possible

o Deleting vacancies and protecting jobs

o Transforming the way we work to provide better outcomes and services at lower cost.

The scale of the challenges faced by the council has meant that while the Cabinet wanted to
encourage genuine ideas for achievable savings from everyone, they were keen to manage
expectations. This is because decisions to protect one service will inevitably have an impact
on another service. The Cabinet’s approach in the long term is to raise awareness so that
consultation is not just about saving a service but about prioritising within ever decreasing
resources.

A variety of methods were used to assist a wide range of people to give their views to inform
the final budget which is due to be agreed by Full Council on 12 February 2014. This
included residents, service users, employees, partners, businesses, community and voluntary
sector organisations and other stakeholders. This is in addition to the council’s decision
making processes which include feedback from the Overview and Scrutiny Management
Committee and Health Overview and Scrutiny Panel (Annex 1).
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The Leader and Cabinet Member for Resources led the consultation on the budget proposals
supported by other Cabinet members, the Council’'s Management Team (CMT), Heads of
Service and staff in the Transformation and Performance Division. This was complemented
by service led consultation in areas where the managers considered this to be appropriate
and necessary. Cabinet Members and managers also attended meetings with residents,
employees and other stakeholders.

CONSULTATION PRINCIPLES

8.

Despite having limited resources to undertake consultation, every effort was made to ensure it
was:

¢ Inclusive: so that all sections of the city’s local communities had the opportunity to
express their views

¢ Informative: so that people had adequate information about the proposals, what
different options mean, and a balanced and fair explanation of the potential impacts,
particularly the equality and safety impacts

¢ Understandable: by ensuring that the language we used to communicate is simple
and clear and that efforts are made to reach all stakeholders, for example people who
are non English speakers or disabled people

o Appropriate: by targeting people who are more likely to be affected and using a more
tailored approach to get their feedback, complemented by a general approach to all
residents, staff, businesses and partners.

e Meaningful: by ensuring decision makers had the full consultation feedback
information so that they can make informed decisions.

¢ Reported: by letting consultees know what we did with their feedback.

CONSULTATION METHODOLOGY

9.

10.

Last year the Council received feedback on how the consultation documentation and process
could be improved. Key points relating to accessibility of the budget information, engagement
with stakeholders and improving the way in which we can better inform decision making were
taken into consideration in this year’s budget consultation process. As a result, in addition to
the budget tables, covering paper and equalities impact assessments that are produced every
year, a more comprehensive range of budget materials were developed and made available
on the council website and used at consultation meetings. The additional materials included:

e A pre budget survey on residents priorities

¢ A summary on the background to the budget position

e A summary document outlining the budget proposals

e Avideo clip from the Cabinet Member for Resources

o Summary sheets by theme with more detail of each of the proposals

o A more detailed survey on the proposals
Given that the Council cannot afford to continue to do everything that it currently does, the
consultation process was designed for Cabinet and senior managers to hear views about:

o The council’s approach to delivering savings.

e Suggestions for making savings and generating income that we have not yet
considered.

e Potential impacts, and action we could take to reduce impacts, that we have not
already identified or explored.
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o Different ways the council could deliver services such as working with others,
including partner organisations and local communities.

The consultation aimed to explain what the challenges were and why the council was in this
financial position, influence the budget proposal and seek feedback on the proposals once
they were published.

The first stage of the consultation was a pre-budget survey of priorities which ran from 3 — 18
October 2013. The survey was undertaken to identify views on priorities so that the feedback
could be considered in developing draft budget proposals. In total 2,617 people responded to
the survey, of which 28% were Southampton City Council employees. This exceeded the
number of responses the council received for last year’'s budget consultation process. The
results from the survey were considered by the Cabinet when developing the draft budget
proposals published in November 2013.

The second stage of the consultation was on the draft budget proposals and ran for 9 weeks
from11 November 2013 — 12 January 2014. This was undertaken to give residents and
stakeholders an opportunity to comment on the proposals, identify any potential impacts and
provide alternative suggestions.

The draft budget proposals survey was conducted using a tick box and open ended question
survey, which was available online and paper copies were placed in the city’s libraries, GP
surgeries, local housing offices and in Gateway, the council’s customer contact centre. The
online survey was promoted in various ways including using the council website, Stay
Connected (the council’'s email alert system) and through a network of partners and
community groups. The survey was also made available to all council staff.

Four area-based budget consultation meetings were held between 18 and 30 November
2013, with nearly 500 community organisations, based in the west, east and central parts of
the city as well as city-wide organisations, invited. The meetings were attended by 32 people,
representing 25 groups and organisations, alongside the Leader and other Cabinet Members.
Discussions at the meetings centred on priorities for communities, the overall budget
approach, the budget proposals and further ideas for savings and improvement.

The Council also worked closely with partners and organisations directly affected by the
proposals ensuring they were aware and had the opportunity to voice concerns and suggest
alternatives.

Comprehensive staff consultation was also undertaken by service managers, led by Human
Resources. Guidance for internal staff consultation on specific budget proposals was
provided by Human Resources.

A full list of consultation activities is outlined in the table below:
Table 1

Consultees Methods

Members Various

Scrutiny Two committee meetings

Staff and unions Ongoing and co-ordinated dialogue with Trade Uinons on the

budget process

Regular meetings on service specific proposals

Meetings with individual members of staff to consult them on
proposals that affect them
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Consultees

Methods

Residents and all
stakeholders

Survey available on the council’s website, paper copies in local
housing offices GP surgeries and libraries. The survey was also
available for all staff.

Area based meetings

Partners

Ongoing discussions with partners on proposals that have an
impact on jointly provided services or where they serve a common
population

Partners and external

Letters to partners and meetings at request

organisations

Briefing for Southampton Connect

Letters to relevant organisations who may be affected in specific
ways and ongoing regular meetings

Commercial partners
and provider
organisations

Letters, meetings, discussions

Service users

Meetings using a variety of existing forums and user groups for
relevant proposals

Further details regarding these actives is available in the annexes to this report.

RESPONDENTS

19. In the 2013/14 budget the council’s consultation process resulted in approximately 2,785
responses from residents with around 1,800 of these specifically about proposals relating to
libraries. Inthe 2014/5 budget consultation more than 3,600 responses have been received
and this includes a number of responses which were made on behalf of individual
organisations and their members and service users.

20. This is a greater response than in previous years, reflecting a wide range of methods
deployed this year and the council’s commitment to consultation.

21. The following table shows the number of responses received so far via particular consultation

methods.

Table 2
Interest groups Approximate

Number

Priorities survey 2,617
Draft budget proposal survey 940
Area based meetings: Representatives of groups/ organisations working in 32
local areas who attended meetings in: Shirley, Weston, Mount Pleasant and
the city centre.
Correspondence from residents and stakeholders 25
Total 3,614

DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS
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22. Of the 3,557 people who responded to the two surveys, at least 2,772 were Southampton city
residents. Figure 1 below shows a map of respondents to the second part the budget
consultation.

Figure 1

23. For the total responses to both surveys, the age distribution of respondents was as follows:

Age of respondents %
11 - 21 years 3
22 — 29 years 9
30 — 49 years 39
50 — 69 years 42
Over 70 years 7

The gender split for respondents was 56% female to 44% male. In total 28% of responses
were from Southampton City Council staff.

CONSULTATION RESULTS

24. Overall, the Council’s budget approach was supported and there was recognition of the
financial difficulties faced by the council. However, concerns were raised about several
issues.

25. In Part 1 the priorities survey asked respondents to rank in order of importance to them, five
top level priorities identified by the council. Protecting People and Education, Skills and Jobs,
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were clearly identified as the two most important priorities for respondents. The survey also
asked respondents to look at a list of service areas within each of the five priorities and select
their three most and three least important service areas from the list. A full report on the
results of the survey was published with the 2014/15 draft budget proposals and is available
http://www.southampton.gov.uk/modernGov/documents/s19240/Appendices. pdf.

In Part 2 the survey on the budget proposals was split into seven sections. Each section
asked the extent to which the various proposals were supported and also gave the
opportunity to comment on why respondents disagreed with the proposals (if relevant) and to
comment on the impacts of the proposals. There was also a further opportunity to provide
comments at the end.

The first section asked about the Cabinet’s overall approach to balancing the budget. Overall
62% of respondents agreed with the approach with 8% disagreeing. The detailed responses
are shown below in Figure 2.

Figure 2
What are your views on our overall approach
to balancing the budget?
2% 3%

B Strongly agree
W Agree
m Neutral
W Disagree
m Strongly disagree
m Notsure

The survey then asked about the budget proposals for the top two priorities in the City, there

were 56% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the approach taken to protecting
people; with 68% agreeing or strongly agreeing with the approach taken to education, skills
and jobs.

In relation to the proposals to balance the budget using efficiency savings and income
generation there was general support with 56% and 55% agreeing or strongly agreeing, and
12% and 14% disagreeing and strongly disagreeing respectively. There was more support for
the proposals relating to internal savings with 63% giving a positive response.

The category in which the proposals received the least support from the public was in relation
to service reductions. In this section 25% or people supported the proposals 48% were
neutral about them or did not know and 27% disagreed or strongly disagreed. This is shown
below in Figure 3.

Fiqure 3
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What are your views on the proposed service
reductions?

2%

W Strongly agree

W Agree

M Neutral

M Disagree

W Strongly disagree

M Notsure

31. Key highlighted areas of concern in relation to the proposals in the written comments in the
survey were :

The impact of increasing charges for museums and galleries education service;
the removal of the subsidy for the city Link bus and effect on its sustainability;

the effect on safety and health of reductions in community safety, enforcement and
environmental health, particularly when taken together and in the context of other
proposals;

increasing charges for bulky waste collection and the potential impact in relation to fly
tipping;

streetlight diming including where and at what times this would take place;

the need for a mayor’s car and

reductions in trading standards.

32. A summary of the comments received, including alternative suggestions in each section of
the survey are at Annex 2.

33. The main feedback from the area based meetings was also supportive of the approach.
However, there was a consensus that it remains important to maintain a balance between
investment in prevention and managing current demand. The top priorities of those who
attended were:

Maintaining roads

The need for continued community support and involvement

Protecting older and vulnerable adults through day services and reablement
Supporting young people through early intervention and prevention
Reducing youth unemployment

For the council to be more transformational and innovative in its approach

Key suggestions for improvements were

To include the third sector and community groups as part of the future solution
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¢ Rebuild relationships and enhance cohesion work in areas of tension

A full summary of the feedback from the area based meeting including details of attendees is
at Annex 3.

Very little correspondence, around 25 items, was received in relation to the budget proposals
this year, however key feedback was received from the NHS and Police. Hampshire
Constabulary highlighted the importance of working together to ensure statutory requirements
are met and the most vulnerable are protected. They requested more detail on the noise
service reductions, support the proposal on street lighting and City Patrol but have some
concerns around reductions to the community safety team.

The NHS, Southampton City CCG, Southern Health and Solent NHS Trusts, where broadly
welcoming of the proposals. They were supportive of the need to protect areas with a focus
on early help and support to keep vulnerable children safe. There was also support for the
vision to put reablement at the centre of care and integrated commissioning.

Concerns about the impact if care packages are reduced and out of areas placements are
returned to the City as this could lead to an increase in pressure on health services. More
details have been requested about changes to public health services.

A summary of the correspondence received is at Annex 4.

HOW THE CONSULTATION FEEDBACK WAS USED

38.

39.

40.

41.

The Cabinet have considered and reviewed proposals in response to the consultation
feedback. The Council received its draft funding settlement from the Government for 2014/15
and 2015/16 just before Christmas 2013. Initial analysis of this and the anticipated impact of
income levels from Business Rates confirm that the future financial forecast position
continues to be challenging.

The following paragraphs detail changes that have been made to the budget proposals as a
result of the feedback and how suggestions for future savings have been acted upon.

Museums and galleries education team - Key issue of concern raised as part of the
consultation on the budget proposals was the reduction of staff in the Museums and Galleries
Education Team. The Staff have suggested an alternative proposal and the original proposal
has now been revised. The staff reductions have now been removed from this proposal and
instead there will be an increased level of direct delivery by the team and sessions delivered
by freelancers will be reduced. At this stage it is not anticipated that charges will be
substantially increased, however this will be kept under review. We will continue to explore
external sources of funding to support free and subsidised sessions.

City Link bus - Withdrawal of the subsidy for the City Link bus was a key issue of concern
raised during the consultation. The Bus subsidy paid by the Council is the only subsidy that
will be removed and the Council have been working with partners to ensure the sustainability
of the service. Red Funnel, Hammersons (the owners of West Quay) and South West Trains
(SWT) have all been engaged in this proposal and intend to retender a service. Their
intention is to retain a cheap service for their users and initial discussions have ventured to
suggest a 50p or £1 a trip ticket. Existing Red Funnel or SWT commuters are likely to be
protected from the introduction of a charge if they currently purchase a season ticket. Elderly
and disabled customers with concessionary passes will still be entitled to free travel on any
future service.
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Civic Centre opening hours - Concerns were raised during the consultation from both staff
and the public about the reductions in overtime for the Town Sergeants and the resultant
changes to Civic Centre public opening times. A proposal put forward as part of the staff
consultation by the Town Sergeants has been accepted and the proposal has been revised to
incorporate the deletion of a vacant post and there will be no impact on the Civic Centre
opening hours as a result of this proposal.

Councillors / Elections - One of the most popular alternative suggestions for making savings
revived during both stages of the consultation, concerned the number of councillors
representing wards in the City, and the frequency of elections. The Leader is pleased to
announce that he has been working with the opposition parties and is establishing a cross
party group to review both issues. To implement any changes to wards and numbers of
councillors the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) must conduct
areview. The LGBCE is an independent and impartial advisory non-departmental public
body. The Council will consider its electoral cycle prior to any boundary review. The LGBCE
will be invited to examine the number of wards, ward boundaries and number of Councillors in
the City. It is anticipated that the LGBCE review will be completed and make its
recommendations towards the end of 2015 with a view to implementing any agreed ward
changes as well as any electoral cycle changes through all out elections in 2016. These
dates are currently provisional as the timeframe depends upon the LGBCE’s workload.

Late night Levy - The Council has the power to introduce a late night levy to raise a financial
contribution from late opening alcohol suppliers towards policing the night time economy.
Money raised would be split between the council and the police, who would receive at least
70%, and must be used for tackling alcohol related crime and disorder. In the priorities
survey respondents were asked if they agreed that night time venues such as pubs and clubs
should contribute more towards the cost of dealing with crime and anti-social behaviour in the
night time economy. This question resulted in the highest level of overall agreement, with
91% of all respondents in favour of imposing the levy on licensed premises. As a direct result
of this feedback, a motion has been agreed by the council to begin the process of statutory
consultation required prior to Full Council deciding whether to bring in a Late Night Levy. This
levy, should it be brought in, would be used to contribute towards the costs of keeping those
using the night time economy safe. Consultation on the levy will be undertaken during
2014/15.

Parking Charges - Opposition to any further increases in parking charges as a source of
revenue was an issue raised in both parts of the consultation. The Leader has confirmed his
intention to freeze or reduce parking charges in Southampton for the next three years. A
review will take place at the end of this period to see if any change is appropriate. A
commitment has also been given to look into publishing an annual car parking account, which
contains information on income and spending in relation to car parking.

Mayor’s car - Several respondents to the budget proposals survey highlight concern with the
renegotiation of the lease for the Mayor’s car. We can confirm that the renegotiation has
resulted in an agreement which will not cost the council any money. Southampton’s local
Jaguar dealership, HA Fox, has kindly loaned the Mayor of Southampton a Jaguar XF Luxury
D (163) free of charge which this year will save the council £6,000 on transportation costs for
the Mayor. The car is being sponsored by HA Fox for a period of 12 months (from 20
December 2013), after which the agreement will be reviewed.

Fortnightly waste collection - Another key suggestion for saving money from residents was
to move to a fortnightly waste collection. The council is currently in receipt of a ring-fenced
grant from the government to maintain weekly household waste collections until 2017. The
Council will undertake a review to consider the frequency of household waste and recycling
collection that should be in place from 2017.

Working with the voluntary sector - As a result of the discussion with the voluntary sector
regarding the draft budget it has been agreed that there are three areas that we can work
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together better on to help achieve better outcomes for the city in the long term. In relation to
commissioning a longer lead in time for changes will be put in place by the Integrated
Commissioning Unit (which is a joint unit with Southampton City Clinical Commissioning
Group) which will follow the process of including the voluntary sector and other stakeholders
in strategic reviews and this and only after this, will the procurement process start. As a result
the voluntary sector is unlikely to have the kind of experience they had in the last round of
budget cuts. In relation to procurement the council will work with Southampton Voluntary
Service to improve the tendering processes for large contracts to enable the voluntary sector
to work more closely with big contractors for elements of contracts. Given the voluntary
sector are struggling to recruit people of the right calibre and experience and the council is
making redundancies we will explore linking our redeployment and bumped redundancy
processes with the wider public and voluntary sector.

Improving on-line services - Several respondents highlighted that there is scope to improve
the way the Council communicates and interacts with residents electronically including
increasing the number of services that can be accessed and transactions undertaken online.
As part of the Council Transformation Programme a project is in place to improve the
Council’'s website and increase transactions that can be undertaken electronically. However,
it is acknowledged that not all residents have the skills or access to transact with the council
on-line and we will be working with residents to better understand their needs and views in
relation to ‘channel shift’ and ensure alternative processes for those who need them.

The consultation feedback also included information on the impact of some proposals that
had not previously been identified. This information has been reflected in the Equality and
Safety Impact Assessments and in the Cumulative Impact Assessment published with the
council budget papers.

FEEDBACK ON THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

In addition to feedback on the budget proposals themselves, comments were also received
on the consultation documentation and process. Overall the feedback was welcoming of the
approach but highlighted that there is still room for improvement.

The consultation process for the 2014/15 budget was more extensive than budget
consultations carried out previously. The addition of the pre budget survey on priorities was
welcomed by residents and feedback reflected a desire by residents to become more involved
in council decision making.

There was also positive feedback on the additional supporting documentation published with
the budget tables this year. The background presentation was welcomed and it was felt that it
provided a comprehensive whilst easy to understand description of the issues faced.
However, there was also criticism that further detailed information was needed on some of the
proposals.

The budget survey generated more responses about the draft budget proposals and
approach than have been received in the past. However, there were mixed views with some
residents supporting the easy to understand presentation and others feeling there was not
enough details or questions needed to be more specific . In most cases the detail requested
was available in the supporting documentation but was not included in the survey itself.
There were also requests for alternative proposals to be presented so that residents could
choose between options.

The was also general support from partners that the process had been more inclusive with
greater engagement and consultation with them prior to the publication of the draft budget.

The Council will consider these issues for next year’s consultation process with a view to
improving it.

10
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CONCLUSION

57. The 2014/15 budget consultation exercise, and particularly the inclusion of the pre budget
priorities consultation, generated significant interest compared to previous years.

58. Given the level of budget reductions and the difficulty of competing service priorities much of
the feedback outlines potential impacts of proposals that the council was aware of. However,
the consultation process and feedback has enabled the wider impacts of proposals to be
identified, helpful suggestions to be put forward, and the level of feeling on specific proposals
to be better understood.

59. The response to the consultation has been instrumental in enabling the Cabinet to better
understand resident and stakeholder views on priorities and develop draft budget proposals in
line with these, to consider the draft proposals with a view to mitigating impacts on the most
vulnerable and consider saving proposals for the future.

11
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ANNEX 1 - FEEDBACK FROM SCRUTINY

The Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee (OSMC) discussed the budget proposals at

their meetings on 14 November 2013 and 12 December 2013. The December meeting focussed

on the Health and Adult Social Care portfolio proposals and members of the Health Overview and
Scrutiny Panel (HOSP) were invited to attend for this discussion.

The actions recommended by the OSMC at their November 2013 meeting, and the Executive’s
response are as follows:

A. That the Cabinet consider supporting subsidising Council Tax Benefits for two additional
years to delay the impact of the imposed 10% reduction on some of Southampton’s residents.

« Response from the Cabinet Member for Resources:
As agreed at Council, consideration will be given to this recommendation when all the
relevant information has been received from the Government. (Following the receipt of the
provisional Government settlement this recommendation was rejected by the Executive as no
transitional arrangements were to be continued in 2014/15 with funding from Central
Government).

B. That the Cabinet give consideration to commencing the commissioning of additional services
now so that the benefits can be realised in the short to medium term.

« Response from the Cabinet Member for Resources:
This is part of ongoing work on commissioning.

C. That the OSMC receives updates and reviews on the Transformation Programme at
appropriate intervals.

« Response from the Cabinet Member for Resources:
Accepted — Updates will be provided on a quarterly basis, commencing January 2014.

The actions recommended by the OSMC at their December 2013 meeting, and the Executive’s
response are as follows:

A. That the Cabinet Member considers inviting members of the HOSP to the Integration for
Transformation Workshop.

« Response from the Cabinet Member for Health and Adult Social Care:
HOSP members have been invited to the workshop on 17" January 2014.

An additional outcome from the December 2013 meeting was a commitment from the Chair of the
HOSP to scrutinise the impacts and outcomes of the Health and Adult Social Care portfolio
budget proposals as part of the 2014/15 HOSP work programme.

12
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ANNEX 2: SUMMARY THE BUDGET PROPOSALS SURVEY

Question | Key themes | Alternative suggestions

What are your views on our overall approach to balancing the budget?
Strongly agree = 11%, Agree = 51%, Neutral =27%, Disagree = 6%, Strongly disagree = 2%, Not sure = 3%

Why do you | ¢ Several respondents are concerned about the reductions to e The Council should (alone or with others) fight the
disagree environmental services and the museums and galleries reductions in council funding

with the education teams e Reduce the number of, and allowances for, councillors.
overall e Concern that continued staff cuts and the deletion of vacant e Reduce staff wages and staff and manager numbers.
approach to posts are unsustainable

balancing |« Concern that frontline staff are being affected more than

the budget" managers

e Concern that vulnerable adults are not being protected and
should not face reductions

¢ Dissatisfaction with increased parking charges which may have
reduced income in the City

e Disagreement with increasing income from residents

o Not ground breaking. More salami slicing.

What are your views on our approach to Protecting People?
Strongly agree = 8%, Agree = 48%, Neutral = 33%, Disagree= 6%, Strongly disagree = 2%, Not sure = 3%

Why do you | ¢ The biggest area of concern highlighted was in relation to day ¢ Need more focus on self/family reliance
disagree care/centres ¢ Need more focus on early help and prevention
with the e Concerns about retendering which could reduce the quality of e Parents to take more responsibility for their children
proposals services leading to increased costs and poor care in the long e Social care need to be provided on a wider scale —i.e.
for term jointly with the County and/or NHS
protecting o Why only protecting children’s safeguarding for 1 year rather e Need to manage expectations and ensure residents
people? than long term are realistic about what they are entitled to

e Care/social services already over stretched

e Cost of service redesign may outweigh any benefits

e More detail on the proposals needed

¢ Need investment in mental health services

e Concern about money transferred from health

13
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Question

Key themes

| Alternative suggestions

Impacts

Concern day centre closure will increase loneliness, the costs to vulnerable[people (i.e. heating at home), reduce quality of
life, and have a knock on effect to other services (i.e. NHS, residential care)

Concerns about increasing the burden on carers

Concerns about a reduction in the quality of care

People with mental health issues who have been affected by reductions in the past need protection

Impact on staff delivering the services who are already under strain

Concerns about 15 minute slots in domicilary care

Contracted/outsourced staff need to be paid the living wage

Those who choose must have access to more ‘traditional’ models of care

What are you

r views on our approach to Education, Skills and Jobs?

Strongly agree = 12%, Agree = 56%, Neutral = 24%, Disagree = 5%, Strongly disagree = 2%, Not sure = 1%

Why do you | ¢ Concern there is too much focus on support for young e Use people on community service/payback for
disagree unemployed — nothing for older /long term unemployed people environmental jobs i.e. street cleaning
with the in an aging society ¢ Need more radical approach to inward investment
proposals o Lots of comments regarding apprenticeships in grounds e Maximise potential for young people in the hospitality
for maintenance and street cleansing — need to focus on high (cruise ships) and marine industries
education demand professions not low skilled occupations. e Improve skills, training and staff numbers for funding
skills and e Concern about legal entry level position, not a priority, an area applications
jobs? where jobs are being cut, needs to be open to older people, e More support for adult education
don’t ‘dumb down’ the profession e Encourage entrepreneurship and provide more support
e Concerns regarding creation of seasonal gardener position. No for SMES/small businesses
chance of leading to full time work and will create benefits e More council apprenticeships for higher skilled jobs
issues. Costs of training o Let empty council property as studio or small business
e Creating jobs in the council while also making people redundant space.
¢ Concern that education is poor and needs investment e Force companies to let unoccupied property at 100 per
¢ More focus on inward investment and job creation needed month to enable small business to grow
(Winchester/Brighton)
Impacts o Misuse of apprenticeships. Do not exploit young people — jobs need to be paid
e Age discrimination towards older people
¢ Impact on older, more expensive workers as a result of increased apprentices

Impact of reducing posts in ED in relation to city deal and attracting investment

What are you

r views on our approach to saving money through efficiencies?

Strongly agree = 10%, Agree = 46%, Neutral = 29%, Disagree= 8%, Strongly disagree = 4%, Not sure = 3%

Why do you
disagree

Because a post is vacant does not mean it is not needed ¢ Move to fortnightly waste collections

14
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Question Key themes Alternative suggestions
with our e Concerns about the impact of changes to environmental health | ¢ Need to encourage behaviour change in relation to
efficiency and bereavement services littering/enviro crime etc
proposals? |« Opposition to post deletion at a time when people are already e Save energy on council offices and residential
struggling properties i.e. solar panels/insulation
e Concerns about increased fly tipping and pest issues e Develop a volunteer programme to help people back
e HRA needs to be used for housing into work and maintain services
e More details required — what are the 22 vacant posts? What e The internal recharging system is inefficient
level? e Privatise pest and kennel services
¢ Why haven't these efficiencies been made previously? o Need to explore more shared services — Hampshire
e Cheapest is not always the best value for money Council, Fire and Rescue and Constabulary
e Lot of comments that the same level of service cannot be ¢ New ways of working need to be shared across the
provided for less council
e Concern the frontline is being targeted e Modernise procurement to make it easier to bid for
¢ Need to have a process to measure effects of efficiencies to contracts
ensure service levels are maintained e Reduce inefficiency in on-line reporting systems
o Need to keep staff more informed via corporate emails about o Ask staff about efficiencies. |.e. staff having to pay for
what is happening and claim back the cost of parking in council owned car
e Concern about the effects of bereavement service changes parks when they could have a pass reducing time
spent on admin.
e Use voluntary services for Substance Misuse
Impacts e Lots of comments (both from staff and non staff) on the effects on remaining staff — stress, morale, quality and safety of
services, increase costs from staff illness. More likelihood of errors being made.
¢ More difficult for the public to contact council staff
¢ Increasing unemployment in the city and demand for services
¢ Reduction in substance misuse services could Increase in crime and pressure on NHS/ social care, impact on vulnerable
children lead to higher costs. Particular concern for those who also have mental health issues.
¢ Rise in fraud, consumer cases and maladministration claims against the council
o Safety impacts in reducing enforcement — i.e. blocked roads and pavements (disabled, elderly, parents with prams) from fly
tipping and increased vermin.
e Good staff will leave the council as a result of less promotion opportunities.
¢ Managers having to do own admin as a result of less staff. False economy
What are your views on the proposed income increases?
Strongly agree = 10%, Agree = 45%, Neutral = 28%, Disagree= 11%, Strongly disagree = 3%, Not sure = 3%
Why do you | ¢ The majority of comments in this section relate to either bulky e Attract income via tourists — i.e. cruise ships
disagree waste collection or museums and galleries education service ¢ Negotiate a city wide insurance policy for groups to
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Question Key themes Alternative suggestions
with the e Many residents cannot afford to pay more for services encourage volunteers and generate some income
proposals e More details required e Charges should be more flexible for small business to
for _ e Charges should be means tested encourage investment
Increasing e Should not charge for educational services e Offer a repairs service to non council tenants or offer
income? e Target benefit fraud tenants a chargeable service for non essential jobs.
o Better signage to museums and galleries needed.
e Increase bottle banks rather than collecting glass
Impact? e Charging for museums and galleries education:
o will only allow access to those who can afford it
o schools will no longer use the education service
o demand will disappear completely
o affect those on low incomes
o even less culture in the city
o fewer people visiting the city
o children with learning disabilities affected
o impact on the blind who have no alternatives — i.e. touch tours
o Fly tipping, fires and safety issues as a result of bulky waste charges
e Partners may purchase services elsewhere/op out
e Charging more to partners may affect costs to residents, service levels and employment
o Less people accessing services will be counter productive
o People will access services in neighbouring authorities
What are your views on the proposed service reductions?
Strongly agree = 4%, Agree = 21%, Neutral = 25%, Disagree = 28%, Strongly disagree = 20%, Not sure = 2%
Why do you | ¢ Most highlighted areas of concern e Use volunteers and work with communities to replace
disagree o City Link bus service being reduced (several offers)
with the o Street lighting e Archives should be scanned and made available on
proposals o Enforcement line. Use volunteers to this or partnership with
for service o Community safety organisations such as ‘ancestry’. Hold paid workshops
O

reductions?

Environmental health
o Trading standards
General opposition to any service reductions

Public safety and security is considered very important. Need

more enforcement and community safety not less
City patrol considered a visible deterrent to anti social
behaviour particularly in council estates

at the archives on palaeography

Work with the cruise liners to promote the museums in
the city — e.g. establish history tours

Introduce a small charge for the city link bus or seek or
increase subsidies from other businesses (Red Funnel,
West Quay)

Close office at Wyndham court
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Question Key themes Alternative suggestions
e City link is a popular and well used service, encourages people | ¢ Reduce traffic lights at night
from out of the city to visit and spend money, supports green e Dim lighting in council buildings
transport and has a good reputation. e Improve advertising of cultural events. Advertise the
e Archives and community development have already been city in other Hampshire areas
reduced e Increase cycle lanes
e Community Development supports people to take responsibility | ¢ Collaborate with others on registrars service
and ownership for their areas e Re open the coffee shop in the art gallery to attract
e Reducing cultural service when trying to become a city of more people
culture, developing the cultural quarter and invest in culture e Pool all admin staff in a central office
elsewhere (sea city etc). e Increase/enforce penalties to make services self
e Some concern about reducing both community and day centres sustaining
e Concerns about the time of street light dimming. e Community development should be run by the
¢ Need to maintain a preventative approach —i.e. trading community not the council
standards e Provide training for other frontline staff in Council
Development
e Fit movement sensors to street lights
Impacts e Concerns that taken together (community safety, enforcement, trading standards, environmental health, street lighting) many

of these proposals will impact on the safety and cleanliness of the City. Could create public health issues and also decrease
the attractiveness of the city and reduce inward investment and tourism
Could lead to increased costs and pressure elsewhere — i.e. police and health
Increased fear of crime especially for the elderly and vulnerable
Greater impact on more deprived areas of the city including a disproportionate effect of city patrol removal on council estates
Increased risk from reduction in trading standards of dangerous and counter fit goods given that we are a port city
City Link Bus
removal could lead to increased traffic and environmental pollution,
impact on commuters who already pay high prices,
elderly and disabled use the bus particularly to get up the hill from the train station,
will put more pressure on cyclists as a results of increased traffic,
provides integrated travel for the less able bodied.
encourages people from outside the area to visit and spend money
o removal will isolate the town quay area and shops at that end of town.
Impacts on vulnerable people from community development and centres. Increase isolation and loneliness.
Removal of community services could undermine community cohesion
More trips and falls as a result of street light dimming given the poor condition of roads and pavements (walkers and cyclists).
Increase in traffic accidents. Could increase costs

O O O O O O
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Question Key themes | Alternative suggestions
¢ Reductions in staff lead to increased reliance on the internet which elderly are less able to cope with.
¢ Reducing hours at Tudor House and the Archives will reduce the number of users and the ability of people who work use
these facilities.
e Increased pressure on remaining staff in the council. Less responsive services
What are your views on the proposed changes to the way the organisation works?
Strongly agree = 15%, Agree = 48%, Neutral = 26%, Disagree = 6%, Strongly disagree = 3%, Not sure = 2%
Why do you | ¢ The most opposition centred on the renegotiation of the Mayors | ¢ Reduce the CE pay
disagree Car lease. It was felt that he should either use a bike, bus, taxi, | ¢ Share a CE with a neighbouring authority
with internal city patrols electric vehicle, walk or his own car. This was feltto | ¢ Reduce staff pay
savings be a luxury e Reduce the number of councillors
proposals? | e Concern about reduction in opening hours and out of hours e Reduce councillor pay/allowances
services in relation to access to the council for those that are in | ¢  Reduce frequency of elections
employment and in eth context of living more in a 24 hour  Reduce the number of mangers as the no of
culture. services/responsibilities reduce
e Lots of concern about reductions to building maintenance  Reduce charging and charging staff for council service
costing more in the long run, causing accidents, false economy whilst doing their jobs — i.e. parking and bridge tolls
 Concern that restructures are expensive and do not achieve « Stop overtime except in exceptional circumstances.
savings o Reduce agency spend.
* Need to protect communication  Improve internet access to services
e Use empty council buildings for income rather than sell them.
Impact ¢ Reduction in the maintenance budget will leader to poor quality buildings and greater costs in the future
e Reduction communications could lead to less well informed residents
o Restructures disrupt staff and reduce service quality
¢ Reduced opening hours could led to lack of access to the council for working people and communities
e Reduction in council buildings may mean vulnerable people having to travel further to access services
e Reduce response time to queries
Any further | ¢ The council has a very difficult task. Good luck! ¢ Reduce staff salaries, numbers and managers
comments |« General opposition to the increased parking charges e Reduce councillor allowances, numbers and election
on the e Celebrate success more frequency
approac_h Or | « Need to be more innovative/radical. Take the difficult decisions | ¢ Improve and simplify recycling. Fortnightly bin
suggestions | ,  Continue to protect the vulnerable collections
for ] e Don’t cut libraries ¢ All non essential spending should be stopped
Elzal;]:cllnget? e Ensure all the relevant departments are involved in service e Maximise tourism income including cruise ships
get: reduction decisions. Decision are being made which are e Open source some or all of the budget in future so
residents can input more
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Question

Key themes

Alternative suggestions

impacting elsewhere in terms of costs/workability

Ensure strategies are not conflicting — selling off artwork and
reducing museum opening hours while bidding to be city of
culture and developing the cultural quarter

Please protect the good things. Make the most of what we
have.

Don't just focus on cutting ‘nice to have’ and ‘feel good’
services. These are important too.

Preventative services reduce costs in the longer term.

Need to better inform residents

Establish a clean street award

Do not replace goods and property that does not need
replacing — i.e. benches, fences, road signs, paths

Mixed response to the approach — easier to understand,
welcomed the engagement, but more detail needed in place
Too many proposals grouped together — what are the
alternatives?

Willingness to be involved but concern just a paper exercise —
feedback won'’t be listened to.

Increase strictness of council sickness policy

Seek and listen to staff ideas for money saving activity.
Reward ideas that are used

More partnership working

Better use of the community, voluntary and faith
sectors

Use the community as ‘consultants’

Seek more income/support from ABP

Make better use of vacant space

Review workflows. Use lean approach

Increase geothermal energy production

Reduce internal bureaucracy

Empower residents to run community services

Seek more external and EU funding

Look for efficiencies in ring fenced budgets

Offer hedge cutting service to households. Sell bedding
plants and shrubs from the cities nurseries.

Enforce fines for illegal activity parking/use of bus
lanes/littering/ etc

Invest in IT. Improve on line services
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ANNEX 3: SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM AREA BASED MEETINGS

West consultation meeting — 18" November, Shirley Baptist Church

ATTENDEES:

Clir Letts (Leader); Clir Barnes-Andrews; Clir Payne; Clir Shields

Shirley Quitters; Warren Close Residents Association; Redbridge Residents Association;
Southampton Club for the Blind; Polish Catholic Mission

PRIORITIES
¢ Protect grants related to older and vulnerable people
e Road and highways improvements
e Community support and involvement crucial

ISSUES RAISED ON BUDGET PROPOSALS
¢ Increasing apprentices important
e Supported the overall budget approach

SAVINGS & IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED
¢ Review councillor numbers
¢ Engage communities on changes to voluntary sector grants.
¢ Increase community group engagement in community payback programme.

East consultation meeting — 19" November, Weston Court

ATTENDEES:
Clir Letts (Leader); Clir Barnes-Andrews; Clir Payne
Western Lighthouse Project; Communicare in Southampton; Clir Hammond;

PRIORITIES
o Community support and solutions
e Tackling youth unemployment
e Rebuild community relationships
e Ensuring a safe environment
ISSUES RAISED ON BUDGET PROPOSALS City Deal supported
e Meeting shortfall from reserves supported
o Protection of day care supported although should ensure flexibility and accountability

in approach

SAVINGS & IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED

e Consider how to improve networks between the community and council services as
part of the community development review
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Central consultation meeting — 26" November, Mount Pleasant School

ATTENDEES:

Clir Letts (Leader); Clir Barnes-Andrews;

Afghani Association; Age Uk; Clear;Herbert Collins Residents Association; St Mary’s
Residents Association; Newtown Residents Association; Southampton Mencap;
Southampton Children’s Play Assoc; Sonus; Stepacross;

PRIORITIES
o Community support is vital to groups
Roads and highways
Day services crucial to reduce social isolation
Expand on participatory budgeting approach
Be less risk averse
Need a strategy to empower and work more effectively with third sector
Training and support for young people and their parents
Prevention and early intervention crucial

ISSUES RAISED ON BUDGET PROPOSALS
o Community support should be protected and increased
o Community groups should be consulted on what support they want/value

SAVINGS & IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED
e Engage communities and voluntary sector in solutions and issues that affect them
¢ Improve voluntary sector access to bid for contracts
¢ Improve website to provide more user-friendly and simpler information
o Use community buildings as flexible working spaces

City-wide meeting — 30" November, Civic Centre, Civic Centre

ATTENDEES:

Clir Barnes-Andrews; Clir Matt Tucker; Clir Kaur

East Bassett Residents Association; Residents Action; Southampton Voluntary Services;
West ltchen Community Trust’ Community Organiser; Friends of Weston Shore;
Neighbourhood Watch; Southampton Women’s Aid; Clir Turner;

PRIORITIES

¢ Jobs and skills, especially training for young people
Early intervention and protecting children and vulnerable adults
Community support must be maintained
Balance between meeting needs and early intervention
Support to front line services essential
Use voluntary sector and communities in future solutions

ISSUES RAISED ON BUDGET PROPOSALS
o Concerns raised on the impact that reduction of city patrol on fly-tipping. Already a
problem in some areas
¢ Difficult to say what the impact of years of public sector cuts will be— the cumulative
affect on the community will be felt and at that point the community will respond
e Support keeping people in their home through reablement as long as possible

SAVINGS & IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED
¢ City Link Bus subsidy — ensure West Quay involvement in they way forward
o Ensure that Commissioning supports smaller, simpler procurement packages enable
voluntary sector solutions
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ANNEX 4: SUMMARY OF CORRESPONDENCE

Summary of correspondence received regarding the draft budget

1. This annex provides a summary of the letters and comments received in relation to the
budget proposals. Approximately 25 pieces of correspondence were received from partners,
including Southern Health NHS Trust, Southampton City Clinical Commissioning Group,
Solent Health NHS Trust and the Hampshire Constabulary and residents. The key themes are
summarised below.

Hampshire Constabulary

2. The response from the police to the budget proposals made the following key points:

NHS

The importance of working together to ensure statutory requirements are met and the
most vulnerable are protected

Require more detail on the noise service reductions. There may be scope to undertake
more joint work on this issue. The importance of an out of hours service on the weekend.
The police work closely with trading standards who provide a values resource. Reduction
in assets will have an impact on service delivery and joint initiatives.

Support the decisions around street lighting which will have little impact, with the provision
that lighting is increased if crime /ASB increases. Maintaining lighting in the night time
economy is essential.

The disbanding of City Patrol will have a limited impact.

Emergency planning is a statutory responsibility. Concern reduction in funding will impact
on provision.

The biggest area of concern is around reductions to the community safety team. If the
a