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Manchester City Council
Report for Information

Report to: Executive – 11 January 2017

Subject: Outcome of the Budget Options Consultation

Report of: The City Solicitor

Purpose of Report

The paper details the feedback received budget options consultation – the second
phase of the Council’s budget consultation for the three year budget, 2017/20. The
paper also outlines the next steps for the final phase of the consultation on the draft
Budget proposals.

Recommendations

Members are asked to note the report.

Wards Affected: All

Manchester Strategy outcomes Summary of the contribution to the strategy

A thriving and sustainable city:
supporting a diverse and
distinctive economy that creates
jobs and opportunities

Taking an Our Manchester approach the
budget consultation approach understands:

• What is important to Manchester
people, why and what they could to
support what they value.

• Views on the budget options
• Views on the proposed budget.

The feedback from this will help to shape the
budget setting process for the next three years
and how collectively we can work together to
achieve the Manchester Strategy outcomes.

A highly skilled city: world class
and home grown talent sustaining
the city’s economic success

A progressive and equitable city:
making a positive contribution by
unlocking the potential of our
communities

A liveable and low carbon city: a
destination of choice to live, visit,
work

A connected city: world class
infrastructure and connectivity to
drive growth

Full details are in the body of the report, along with any implications for

• Equal Opportunities Policy
• Risk Management
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• Legal Considerations

Financial Consequences – Revenue and Capital

None arising directly from this report.

Contact Officers:
Name: Liz Treacy
Position: City Solicitor
Telephone: 0161 234
Email: l.treacy@manchester.gov.uk

Name: Carol Culley
Position: City Treasurer
Telephone: 0161 234
Email: c.culley@manchester.gov.uk

Name: Jennifer Green
Position: Head of Strategic Communications
Telephone: 0161 234 4420
Email: j.green1@manchester.gov.uk

Background documents (available for public inspection):

The following documents disclose important facts on which the report is based and
have been relied upon in preparing the report. Copies of the background documents
are available up to 4 years after the date of the meeting. If you would like a copy
please contact one of the contact officers above.
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1. Introduction

1.1 This year the Council has taken a more participatory and strengths based
approach – an Our Manchester approach - to budget engagement, which has
significantly extended the period for engagement and formal consultation. In
setting a three year budget there was a clear requirement for the communication
and engagement approach, and the number of people engaged, to grow in line
with the scale of the decisions being made. To do this the approach needed to
be innovative and fundamentally different to set the different tone in line the
Council’s Our Manchester way of working.

1.2 To enable this approach the consultation process has been split into three
distinct phases:

1. 21 July – 16
September

Budget Conversation: early engagement with a
strengths based conversation

2. 3 November –
15 November

Budget options consultation – have your say
on our options

3. 3 January – 10
February 17

Budget Consultation – have your say on our
proposed budget

1.3 The first phase – Our Budget Conversation - was conversational and more
informal – encouraging conversations to take place across a number of
channels, that people want to use, rather than focus solely on a survey. The
eight week budget conversation provided a clear understanding about what
services and places are valuable to Manchester people. Many also gave their
views about what they are their communities could do to support and improve
their city. Over 2,000 people responded to the questionnaire, on line or postal
paper copies, with thousands more sharing their views through social media
and at local events.

1.4 The agreed objectives of the budget consultation engagement for all phases
are:

To deliver broad awareness of:

• The shared vision for the city as outlined in the Our Manchester Strategy
• The benefits of working together to deliver the city’s shared ambitions

and meet the challenges using an Our Manchester approach
• How the Council is funded
• How the Council’s budget is currently spent
• The scale of the budget challenge faced by the Council – both in

increasing demand and decreasing resources
• The breadth of services the Council provides
• The emerging budget strategy and options

To provide opportunities for residents, businesses and other stakeholders to:
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• Talk about the services and things the Council does that they value
• Provide ideas about what the Council could do differently
• Provide ideas about what they, their community, their neighbourhood,

local businesses or other public services could do differently to support
the services they value

1.5 The second phase of the consultation was live between 3 November and 15
December. Two further statutory consultations were also running at the same
time. The consultation for the proposed changes to the council tax support
scheme, also ended on 15 December and a consultation for changes to Sure
Start, is running until 10 January 2017. A separate paper outlines the results of
the council tax support scheme consultation.

1.6 This second phase asked people for their opinions on the wide range of options
developed by officers. This approach was designed so that there is a clear
understanding of the views from all our stakeholders about which of the options
should be developed into budget proposals. The proposals developed will be
informed by both of the previous phases of consultation.

1.7 Following the final phase, time will be taken to explain the outcomes of this
consultation exercise, taking a ‘you said we’re doing’ approach. This will detail
the outcomes and impact of the consultation process, reflecting back on what
was heard, as well as thanking people for participating in the Council’s budget
process.

2. Methodology

2.1 A key part of the communications strategy for phase 2 of the budget
consultation was targeted communications activity to ensure a range of
responses that reflect the demographic make-up of the city. Whilst the approach
has been primarily digital, there is also a range of other supporting
communications activity.

2.2 Engagement in the consultation and responses have been gathered by the use
of what could now be termed standard communication channels for
consultations. This includes an online questionnaire supported by web content
and a social media campaign across a range of platforms using a mix of
organic, boosted and paid-for targeted posts, supported by engaging digital
content with images, films and animations.

2.3 To support this approach, however, a printed questionnaire using a typologies
approach to target over 8,000 people areas with higher percentages of BME,
older residents or where there has previously been a low response rate has also
been distributed straight to the households across the city.

2.4 During phase one, the distribution of a small number of paper questionnaires
(950) to areas of the city where a) response to consultations had historically
been low and b) there were a significant percentage of older residents less likely
to engage through digital channels, was tested. While overall response rate was
low at 6.2%, the approach did increase the percentage of respondents from
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older age brackets and the percentage stating they were disabled compared
with online responses.

2.5 Over 8,000 printed copies were delivered to homes in:

• Moston
• Gorton North
• Brooklands
• Charlestown
• Longsight/Rusholme
• Moss Side
• Whalley Range
• Cheetham

2.6 A further 2,300 copies were distributed through the Customer Service Centre,
councillors and libraries.

2.7 The approach for phase two also incorporated targeted media and broadcast
coverage. During December an editorial featured in the Asian Leader, a free
paper distributing 10,500 copies in areas with high numbers of BME residents.
Communications worked with All FM and Asian Sound radio to include live
reads and associated social and digital media coverage across their networks.

2.8 In addition, Communications worked with a large range of community and
voluntary groups to ensure the opportunity to engage with the budget
consultation was highlighted through their existing communications channels.

2.9 Finally, a key part of the digital activity on Facebook was paid-for, targeted posts
to key demographics. This targeting was identified in response to weekly
updates on the demographic data of those responding and targeted the
geographical areas and demographics that are underrepresented in survey
responses.

3. Engagement

3.1 Web content and engagement - responses have been gathered via an online
questionnaire on the Council’s website and via social media. This has been
promoted using offline channels including media coverage and print, including
posters in key council locations such as libraries. Stakeholders were signposted
to a range of online content including:

• An overview of the budget setting and budget engagement processes
• Plain English summaries of the budget options developed by officers
• Budget animation explaining where the Council’s budget comes from,

how it is currently spent and the size of the gap
• Talking head films from the Leader and scrutiny chairs encouraging

people to share their views on the options.
• A summary of what we heard through the first phase – the budget

conversation.
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3.2 17,446 unique visitors were driven to the budget web content, this includes the
visits to the Council Support Scheme consultation as well as Sure Start content.
The most successful channels for driving web traffic were the Council’s e-
bullletin and Facebook.

3.3 Online Questionnaire – 6,457 visited the specific options questionnaire pages.
The questionnaire was completed by 1,400 people – a completion rate of
21.6%.

3.4 Social Media – the options consultation has been promoted on Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn and Instagram inviting people to leave their comments and
signposting them to the online survey. Posts include a mix of content (an
animated budget overview, images and talking head films. Across all social
media channels 98 organic (free messages using corporate channels) budget
messages were posted with a resulting 39,336 interactions (comments, likes,
favourites, shares, reactions or video views).

3.5 The budget animation and the shorter clips of the animation, explaining how the
budget is spent and the scale of the savings required, were watched over
35,565 times. The talking head films received a further 4,829 views.

3.6 A small amount of targeted paid for social media activity also took place. 16
messages were posted with an overall reach (the number of times in appeared
in people’s social media feed) of over 280,000. This resulted in a further 126
comments and 28,162 interactions. This approach also resulted in an additional
27,000 views of the video content created.

3.7 Facebook has again been the most successful social channel for driving
reactions, comments and shares. There has been less conversation in the
social media comments in this phase compared to the first phase. This was
intended as the predominant call to action was to complete the online
questionnaire rather than promote a broader online conversation. In general,
feedback from social media was more driven by the topic of the first person
commenting – for example if the first commenter mentioned bins then it was
likely that the remaining comments were also about bins.

3.8 In total 313 comments, from both organic and targeted activity, were made. The
list below outlines the most mentioned topics:

• Council salaries, pay cuts and member expenses
• Consultation and transparency of decisions
• Waste collection and street cleaning
• Road maintenance and alterations
• Christmas expense
• Social care
• Town Hall refurbishment
• Events e.g. homecoming parade
• Council tax collection and support
• Homelessness
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• Alternative cuts or options e.g. selling assets or efficiencies

3.9 Printed questionnaires - In order to boost responses from older people, BME
and areas that have been previously underrepresented over 8,000 printed
questionnaires were delivered homes in nine wards. This approach was
designed using the communications typologies research, which understands
residents’ communication preferences. 306 completed questionnaires have
been returned – a response rate of 3.8%.

3.10 In total, including the digital questionnaires, 1,706 people responded to the
consultation.

4. Questionnaire analysis

4.1 The complete analysis of the options with comments from respondents can be
found in appendix one. The following outlines the headlines from the
responses.

4.2 Throughout the consultation the options which respondents were most likely to
agree or strongly agree with largely remained the same. Respondents tend to
chose the ‘back office options’ or options that they consider to a wasteful way
to spend money over those that they consider to directly impact vulnerable
people or the services they value the most. The table below outlines the top
ten options people were most likely to strongly agree or agree with.

Options % strongly agree or
agree

Schools and education – option 3
Reusing school sites

94%

Council offices and buildings – option 1
Reviewing council offices

92%

Leisure and parks – option 4
Renewable energy leisure centres

89%

Leisure and parks – option 2
Shared back office for sports and leisure

84%

Bins and recycling – option 1
Increasing recycling

76%

Services that keep the Council running - option 7
Contract management

76%

Leisure and parks – option 3
Commissioning of Leisure Services

70%

Services that keep the Council running - option 9
Financial management

70%

Council tax – option1
Changes to council tax services

65%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 2
Christmas lights

63%
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4.3 The options which respondents most strongly disagree or disagree with tend
to be those that impact vulnerable people most or those that impact the
services they care about, such as place based services. This does correlate
with the responses received in phase one of the budget conversation. The
table below outlines the top ten options people were most likely to strongly
disagree or disagree with.

Options % strongly disagree
or disagree

Neighbourhoods and events – option 8
Community Safety

71%

Services that keep the Council running – option 4
Reducing prosecutions

70%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 4
Work and Skills budgets

70%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 5
Emergency Welfare grants

69%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 3
Neighbourhood Investment Fund

67%

Children services – option 4
Children’s Centres

63%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 10
Work and skills team

61%

Neighbourhoods and events – option 9
Neighbourhoods staffing

54%

Leisure and parks – option 5
Grounds maintenance

54%

Council tax – option 2
Council Tax support

53%

5. Demographic analysis

5.1 Given the objective to improve the representation of responses and the
additional channels used to do this, the demographic analysis of respondents is
particularly important. Once again the demographic characteristics of the
respondents to the survey were compared to those of the population using
Census data. A higher proportion of respondents to date for this phase are male
(51%) than the population (49.8%). More females responded to the phase one
budget conversation.

5.2 The age profile of respondents is once again more clustered to the middle age
bands with young people aged 16-25 and those ages over 75 slightly under-
represented. The response rate, however, from these groups has improved
from the first phase of the consultation. 16-25 response rate was 4.7% in phase
one, increasing slightly to 5.8%. For the over 75s the response rate has
improved from 1.3% in phase one to 4.1% in this phase. Respondents to the
postal survey were more clustered to the older age bands and were significantly
more likely to be disabled (20.4%) than respondents to the online survey
(11.2%).
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5.3 By ethnicity those in the white British group are again over-represented at
80.8% compared to 59.3% of the population. This over representation has,
however, reduced from 84% in phase one. Those in the Other Black
demographic are also slightly over-represented following small improvements in
the response rate. Postal respondents were more likely to be from ethnic
minority groups than online respondents with a high proportion of Pakistani
(10.8%) and African (5.4%) minorities.

5.4 The e-bulletin, social media activity and the paper questionnaire has been
targeted at previously underrepresented areas and communications activity
continued to target these areas as the consultation continued. Whilst still
underrepresented there have been improvements in the response rates from
some wards compared to the previous phase of consultation. For example
Cheetham, Moston, Charlestown and Gorton North have all seen improvements
in numbers of responses.

6. Next steps and the final phase of the consultation

6.1 Over 3,700 people have responded to the first two phases of consultation and
thousands more in social media. The final phase of the budget consultation
goes live on 3 January 2017 and runs until 10 February, focusing on the draft
budget proposals included in the agenda for this meeting. However, the
conversation does not stop there: as part of the Our Manchester approach, the
Council will continue to consult and engage with residents and other
stakeholders in new and innovative ways about how best to collectively work
together to deliver the priorities for the city.

6.2 This phase of the budget consultation is the next stage of a process which
began nearly six months ago to ask residents and stakeholders about their
priorities for the Council’s budget. So the approach to the third phase of
consultation will be to provide the latest information about the Council’s financial
position, what has changed since the options were published and inviting
comments on the draft proposals in their entirety.

6.3 The engagement methodology will once again be targeted to encourage a
representative sample of residents and businesses, with both paper and digital
options. Different areas of the city will be targeted for the postal questionnaire,
again using the communication typology information to boost representation. In
addition, further engagement will be undertaken with key groups, particularly
those which are under represented, including young people, to ensure that
feedback is received from as many groups as possible before proposals are
finalised.

6.4 The consultation will be promoted to businesses as well as residents and will
ensure that the Council is compliant with its statutory duty under the Local
Government Finance Act 1992 to consult with persons or bodies appearing to
them to be representative of persons subject to Non-Domestic Rates (also
known as Business Rates) in their area, about their proposals for expenditure
for the forthcoming financial year.
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6.5 Specific consultation will also be undertaken for staff and partners. Staff
engagement sessions, led by directorates will start on 3 January and more
generally staff will be encouraged to respond to the questionnaire. Partner
engagement will be led by the appropriate Strategic Director.

7. Conclusion

7.1 Executive is asked to note and comment on the budget consultation process
and proposed next steps.
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Appendix one – questionnaire analysis

1. Bins and recycling

1.1 Residents were asked whether they agree with the following:

‘Option 1: Increase recycling, saving up to £2.2million over three years.
Changes we’ve already made to the size of bins will save £1.3million next year.
We could save another £900,000 a year by working with people to recycle more
and put less into grey bins’

1.2 Over three quarters (76%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the
proposal. 18% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Those living in the City Centre
were significantly more likely to strongly agree with the proposals than those
living in other areas.

Extent agreeing with proposal Count %

Strongly agree 816 49%

Agree 456 27%

Neither agree nor disagree 102 6%

Disagree 148 9%

Strongly disagree 158 9%

Total known 1,680 100.0%

Don’t know 14 -

No response 12 -

1.3 The main reason for agreeing with the proposal was to protect the environment
(cited by 29%). A further 19% cited reasons of common sense citing both
environmental and fiscal reasons:

‘There seems to be no reason to not recycle all that we can if it also saves us
money’.

1.4 Just over a tenth (11%) had some concerns and felt various things need to be
put in place for it to work. Some were concerned over the lack of plastic or other
types of recycling:

‘Smaller grey bins are not currently working because people are not recycling
more or because the type of rubbish they produce is not currently recyclable.
More resources need to be put into finding out what all this non-recyclable
rubbish is and how it can be recycled.’

1.5 7% focussed on the cost savings from recycling:

‘I feel improving recycling is a positive step to make to save money, rather than
just cutting services and other organisations having to pick up the slack’

1.6 The main reason for disagreeing with the proposal, cited by 13% was the view
that the current bins were already too small. 7% felt it would encourage more fly
tipping:
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‘The smaller bins have already increased fly tipping in some areas. Recycling
centres are too spread out across the city and not easy access for those without
cars, the elderly and disabled. Often clothes recycling and recycling centres are
overflowing onto the pavement before collection and this encourages tipping
also as emptying them is not timely’.

1.7 People were asked how the changes would affect them personally. Just over
two fifths (42%) cited a positive impact; 50% cited a negative impact and 8% a
neutral impact.

Positive impact Count %

A better environment 128 15%

Cost savings 70 8%

Positively 68 8%

More responsible community 38 4%

Better educated community 26 3%

Reduced littering 24 3%

Increased employment 2 0%

Negative impact

Increased fly tipping/rubbish 334 39%

Not practical for me to implement 33 4%

Issues with neighbours/shared facilities in flats 22 3%

Negatively 14 2%

More work sorting rubbish 8 1%

Untidy - too many bins 6 1%

More trips to tip 4 0%

Neutral impact

Other 3 0%

No impact 68 8%

Total 848 100%

Unrelated comment 110 -

Don't know 27 -

Blank 721 -

1.8 Positive impacts included a better environment cited by 15% of respondents.
Almost two fifths of respondents felt their neighbourhood would be impacted by
more fly tipping/rubbish as a result:

‘Cuts to household waste collection services, such as reducing amount /
frequency of general waste collections, will further increase the vermin
problems in my densely populated community’

2. Leisure and parks

2.1 The table details residents’ views on the five options. Option 4, to invest in
ways to save energy was the most popular with 88% of respondents strongly
agreeing or agreeing with this option. Option 2 to share office and management
costs was also popular with 82% agreeing with this option. Over two thirds
(71%) of respondents agreed with option 3, to commission leisure services
directly. Just over half (51%) of respondents agreed with option 1 to review the
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contract for community sport and leisure. Option 5, to reduce grounds
maintenance was the least popular with 29% agreeing with this option.

1. Review
contract

2.Share
office and
management
costs

3.Commission
leisure
services
differently

4.Saving
energy

5.Reduce
grounds
maintenance

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %

Strongly
agree 336 22% 621 38% 439 28% 888 55% 190 12%

Agree 449 29% 748 46% 660 42% 549 34% 283 18%
Neither
agree nor
disagree 305 20% 136 8% 301 19% 102 6% 280 17%

Disagree 286 18% 83 5% 103 7% 53 3% 475 30%
Strongly
disagree 172 11% 34 2% 51 3% 32 2% 380 24%

Total 1548 100% 1,622 100% 1554 100% 1,624 100% 1,608 100%

Don’t know 117 - 47 - 98 - 37 - 60 -

Blank 41 - 37 - 54 - 45 - 38 -

2.3 Respondents were asked to describe why they agreed or disagreed with these
options. The table outlines the main reasons given:

Count %

Agree need to make efficiency savings 273 27%

Sports facilities are essential 220 21%

Maintenance needs to be prioritised 178 17%

Lack of information on which to base decision 110 11%

Energy saving investment is important 54 5%

Risk of under valuing of leisure services 45 4%

More sports and leisure facilities should be
paid for by users or privatised 39 4%

Other 39 4%

Need to improve contracting 21 2%

No opinion 16 2%

Sports facilities are not a priority 15 1%

Need to maintain public sector involvement 10 1%

Need to increase community involvement 7 1%

Total 1027 100%

Don't know 8 -

Blank 671 -

2.4 Over a quarter of respondents recognised the need to make efficiency savings
in this area:

‘I want the maximum savings to be made with the minimum job loss and
reduction in services’.

2.5 Over a fifth of respondents reiterated the importance of sport & leisure services:

‘Reducing spending on affordable community leisure services will simply
transfer the cost to the Health budget due to poorer health, obesity, mental
health issues and poor well being’.
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2.6 There was a degree of concern about option five with 17% of respondents
concerned that it would affect both the appearance of green spaces and about
the loss to older residents.

‘Not maintaining areas such as bowling greens has a massive effect on older
people who depend on these sorts of leisure activities to avoid social isolation -
which ends up costing more in social care/hospital costs’.

2.7 5% of respondents were positive regarding the potential for energy savings in
Option 4.

‘Don't think we should cut funding, or share facilities. But do think we should
invest in cheaper cleaner energy for all our buildings where possible’.

2.8 4% of respondents cited concerns over the under-valuing of leisure services in
option 1:

‘Option 1: when contracts are reviewed you sometimes get organisations
submitting realistic bids which result in their staff working longer hours for less
pay and fewer services’.

2.9 Residents were asked how the changes would affect them personally. 16%
cited a positive impact; 65% cited a negative impact and 20% a neutral impact.

Count %

Positive impact 15%

Better use of money 62 9%

Improved services 25 4%

Positive impact 13 2%

Improved environmental sustainability 8 1%

Negative impact 65%

Poorer services 307 45%
Reduced maintenance & reduced local pride, safety
concerns 88 13%

Lack of information 21 3%

Greater public contribution to costs and/or maintenance 14 2%

Job losses 12 2%

Neutral 20%

no impact 112 16%

unrelated comment 23 3%

Total 685 100%

Don't know 51 -

Blank 969 -

3. Bereavement services

3.1 Residents’ were asked for their views on the following option:

‘Increase income from bereavement services, saving £160,000 over three
years. We could invest £20,000 in improvements to the service to increase the
number of burials and cremations undertaken. This could increase the service’s
income by £60,000 per year’.
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3.2 Just under two thirds (62%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the
proposal. 14% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Younger age groups were
more likely to agree with the proposal with 60% of those aged 26 to 39 and 58%
of those aged 40 to 64 in agreement compared to 48% of those aged 60 to 65
and 47% of those aged 75+.

Extent agreeing with proposal Count %

Strongly agree 397 26%

Agree 568 37%

Neither agree nor disagree 357 23%

Disagree 137 9%

Strongly disagree 88 6%

Total known 1,547 100%

Don’t know 135 -

Blank 24 -

3.3 The table below details the reasons provided for agreeing/disagreeing with the
proposal.

Count %

Agree 58%

Yes - Cost effective option 302 38%

Yes - Services will improve 80 10%

Yes - if savings are through growth not cuts or increased cost
to services

79 10%

Yes - it has less priority than other services 2 0%

Not sure 22%

Not sure - Lack of information on which to make decision 166 21%

No opinion 10 1%

Disagree 20%

No - Don't agree with charging more for burial 99 12%

No - Don't agree council should be focussing on this area 52 6%

No - Lack of money saved 13 2%

803 100%

Unknown 4 -

Unrelated comment 17 -

Blank 882 -

3.4 For 38% of respondents it represented a cost effective option. A further 10%
however qualified this response with the proviso that savings would need to be
made through growth rather than cuts or increased costs of services A fifth of
respondents disagreed with the proposals, often due to concerns about
increased costs.

‘Agree, as long as affordable burials/cremations are available to the public. It's
already too expensive to bury someone’

4. Neighbourhoods, people and events

4.1 The table below details respondents views on the twelve options. Respondents
most strongly agreed with the proposals to reduce Christmas lights and
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celebrations with 63% in agreement with this option. Levels of disagreement
were highest with proposals to reduce funding for local work and skills projects
and to reduce staff costs in community safety and compliance.

Strongly
agree

Agree Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Option 2
Reduce Christmas
lights 35% 28% 6% 16% 14%
Option 11
Reduce contributions
to partners 23% 36% 19% 15% 7%
Option 7
Review markets 20% 33% 18% 18% 11%
Option 1
Reduce events funding 24% 28% 11% 22% 15%
Option 6
Change management 17% 35% 24% 15% 9%
Option 12
Review animal welfare 17% 22% 17% 24% 20%
Option 9
Reduce staff costs in
neighbourhoods 10% 21% 15% 31% 23%
Option 10
Cut staff in work and
skills 9% 16% 13% 34% 27%
Option 3
Reduce
neighbourhood
investment funds 8% 14% 10% 35% 32%
Option 5
Reduce emergency
welfare grants 10% 10% 10% 27% 42%
Option 4
Reduce funding for
work and skills 8% 12% 10% 34% 36%
Option 8
Reduce staff costs in
community safety 7% 11% 11% 34% 37%

4.2 The table below details the reasons provided for agreeing/disagreeing with the
proposals.

Count %

Agree with proposals 12%

Generally agree 42 5%

Agree with 2 - Lights not essential 27 3%

Agree with 2 - Santa not essential 24 3%

Agree with 1 - Don't need events/need fewer events 11 1%

Disagree with proposals 29%

Generally disagree - cuts will reduce quality of life 79 9%
Disagree with 10 - Employability support saves money in long
term 69 8%

Disagree with 1 - Do not cut events - events have wider impact 43 5%

Disagree with 12 - Animal welfare is important 36 4%
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Count %

Agree with proposals 12%

Generally disagree - False economy to make cuts 28 3%

Disagree with 1 - Maintain Xmas Lights 2 0%

Views on priorities 48%
Focus on supporting communities/ Neighbourhood services a
priority 102

12%

Focus available funds on those most in need 80 9%

Spend on people not events 67 8%

Find other (private) sources of funding 62 7%

Invest where it delivers returns/ value for money 30 3%

Cut higher management costs and bureaucracy 26 3%

Support people rather than animals 19 2%

Need to maintain minimum standards on streets 16 2%

Increase productivity 11 1%

Shift spend to neighbourhoods from city centre 9 1%

Cut services that have less impact 2 0%

Do not know 10%

Not enough information provided 64 7%

Other 22 3%

Don't know 5 1%

Total 876 100%
Unrelated comment 28 -

blank 802 -

4.4 12% of respondents agreed with one or more of the proposals, in particular the
proposals to reduce Christmas lights and events funding. Many respondents
suggested the need for more private sponsorship. However, 5% thought that
the Council should consider the wider impact of funding for events and
Christmas celebrations:

‘Events and Christmas celebrations contribute to Manchester's reputation and
draw in income and investment - cutting these would be financially
counterproductive’.

4.5 29% of respondents expressed disagreement with one or more of the
proposals. 8% of respondents felt strongly that work and skills support should
be prioritised:

‘Cutting initiatives for things like work and skills will be a major blow and will
affect how we support people getting back into work, especially when people
are being encouraged to work as a consequence of welfare reforms’

4.6 12% considered that the Council should focus support on supporting local
communities:

‘I believe that the community of Manchester is extremely important. To withdraw
funding from this area would leave the local support groups floundering and
could eventually leave us all in a worse state. It is important for local groups to
feel that they have the council’s blessings and support.
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4.7 9%of respondents considered that decisions should be governed by the need to
protect those most in need:
‘All of these are tough decisions. We must protect the vulnerable, especially
those who have, through no fault of their own, found themselves in difficult
circumstances. We should attempt to protect staff. A loss of experience and
expertise will cause harm. It will also result in us having to support those who
have lost jobs. Where possible we should work with partners to reduce the
amount of money they need from us, this includes community groups and event
organisers’.

4.8 Respondents were asked how these changes would affect them personally:

Count %

Negative impact 68%

Reduced quality of life and long-term impact on communities 203 36%

Increase disaffection in community 46 8%

Impact on clean streets and the environment 44 8%

Impact felt by most disadvantaged 23 4%

Animal welfare issues 20 4%

Reduced ability to meet local needs 19 3%

Negative impact on the economy 15 3%

Increase in homelessness and health problems 5 1%

Negative impact on image of Manchester 4 1%

Impact on peoples' ability to find work 3 1%

Positive impact 17%

Increased efficiency by controlling costs / attracting more
private sector investment

41 7%

Improvements to neighbourhood 7 1%

Improvement in image of city and environment 2 0%

No impact 8%

No impact 46 8%

Do not know 15%

Lack of information 11 2%

Don't know 39 7%

Other 33 6%

Total 561 100%

Blank 1145 -

4.9 Just over two thirds of respondents considered the proposals would have a
negative impact. Seventeen percent of respondents considered the proposals
would have a positive impact mainly through increased efficiency.

5. Children’s services

5.1 The table below details respondents’ views on the six options. Respondents
most strongly agreed with option 1, to safely reduce the number of children in
care and families needing support with 63% agreeing with this option. Levels of
disagreement were highest with option 4 to reduce children’s centre services
and locations with 63% disagreeing with this option.
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Strongly
agree

Agree
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree
Strongly
disagree

Option 1
Reduce number
needing support 28% 35% 8% 13% 17%
Option 5
Change youth and play
services 12% 48% 2% 25% 12%
Option 3
Reduce services for
very young children 9% 49% 2% 30% 10%
Option 6
Change short breaks
for children 16% 27% 14% 19% 24%
Option 2
Reduce health visitors 17% 26% 13% 23% 21%
Option 4
Reduce children’s
centres and locations 9% 15% 13% 30% 33%

5.2 The table below details the reasons provided for agreeing/disagreeing with the
proposals.

Count %

Agree 26%

Agree with need for greater efficiency 87 11%

Agree with option 1 43 5%

Parents need to take more responsibility 29 4%
Agree with efficiency if done safely/if services are

protected 24 3%

Agree with option 6 11 1%

Agree with option 2 6 1%

Agree with greater targeting of families 5 1%

Agree with option 5 1 0%

Disagree 65%

Children's services need to be protected 389 48%

Need to consider detrimental long term impact 48 6%

Disagree with option 6 40 5%

Disagree with option 3 16 2%

Disagree with option 1 9 1%

Disagree with option 5 8 1%

Disagree with option 4 4 0%

Do not agree changes would save money 4 0%

Disagree with option 2 3 0%

Don’t know 10%

Unrelated comment 34 4%

Lack of information 27 3%

Don't know 16 2%

Total 804 100%

No comment 11 -

Blank 891 -

5.3 Just under two thirds (65%) of respondents disagreed with one or more of the
proposals. Just under half (48%) commented that children’s services were a key
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area to be protected. A further ten percent commented on the negative long
term impact of one or more of the proposals:
‘Cuts to preventative services in 3, 4, and 5 are likely to be counter-productive
and lead to higher care costs in future’

5.4 11% of respondents considered that efficiency savings should be considered
however a substantial minority qualified this with the need to protect services
and consider safety:
‘Carefully being the operative word. Careful evaluation and negotiation could
lead to savings. However this must not be used as an easy way to simply
reduce costs by providing poor service’

5.5 Five percent of respondents commented that they agreed with option 1 to safely
reduce the number of children in care and families needing support. Comments
were more mixed on option 2, to reduce the number of health visitors:
‘On the fence a bit with regards to health visitors, clearly not everyone needs
regular contact with a health visitor but how do you pinpoint who does, mistakes
could be costly isn't terms of child welfare should you kiss signs of abuse or
neglect’

5.6 2% of respondents commented on their disagreement with option 3. 1% of
respondents disagreed with option 5:
‘The youth sector saves. It 'mops up' and prevents a lot of more expensive
interventions further down the line’.

5.7 Respondents were asked how these changes would affect them.

Count %

Adverse impact 327 80%

No impact 51 13%

Positive impact 17 4%

Positive impact though cost savings 13 3%

Total 408 100%

Not enough information to say 10 -

Don't know 39 -

Unrelated comment 18 -

blank 1231 -

5.8 Four fifths (80%) of respondents considered the proposals would have an
adverse impact:

‘At-risk children and their families obviously need support, and it affects
everyone in the community when services are cut, families don't get the help
they need and children grow up to become disruptive and non-productive’.

5.9 Thirteen percent of respondents considered the proposals would have no
impact and seven percent a positive impact, mainly through more money for
other services.
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6. Schools and education

6.1 The table below details respondents’ views on the three proposals.
Respondents most strongly agreed with the proposal to reuse closed school
sites with 93% agreeing with this option. Levels of disagreement were highest
with option 2 to reduce school crossing patrols, with 43 percent disagreeing with
this option, however, 47% did agree or strongly agree with the option.

Strongly
agree

Agree
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree
Strongly
disagree

Option 3
Reuse closed school
sites

57% 37% 3% 2% 2%

Option 1
Review services to
schools

22% 34% 14% 16% 14%

Option 2
Reduce school
crossing patrols

17% 30% 10% 21% 23%

6.2 The table outlines the focus of respondents’ comments on the proposals:

Count %

Agreement 63%

Agree with option 3 176 30%

Agree with all options 72 12%

Agree with option 2 45 8%

Agree with option 1 32 5%

Agree with all but with concerns 18 3%

Agree with option 2 with concerns 15 3%

Agree with option 3 with concerns 11 2%

Agree with option 1 with concerns 7 1%

Disagreement 37%

Disagree with option 2 104 18%

Disagree with option 1 88 15%

Disagree with all options 18 3%

Disagree with option 3 8 1%

Total 594 100%

Unrelated comment 60 -

Lack of information 47 -

Don't know 5 -

Blank 1000 -

6.3 Over three fifths of respondents commented on their agreement with one or
more option. Just under a third of comments related to agreement with option 3
and many respondents considered that re-use of closed school sites could be
very positive:

‘Option three is by far the best. Many community/education groups may already
be able to make good use of former school buildings’.

6.4 18% of comments related to disagreement with option 2, mainly on grounds of
safety:
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‘I feel school crossing patrols help children learn to cross safely, even where
crossings exist and also act as a reminder to drivers that there are children in
areas’.

6.5 15% of comments related to disagreement with option 1, reviewing services to
schools:
‘Option 1 seems to be a most tricky one as schools could lose certain services
altogether and the most disadvantaged are the ones that suffer the most such
as migrant children requiring extra support, children with a disability and the
poor. On the other hand, schools are fundamental to making people better
human beings that feel they can fulfil their goals in life and move forward.
Cutting services cut lead to poor quality education’.

6.6 The table below outlines how people thought the changes would affect them
personally.

Count %

Positive impact 38%

Positive impact from redevelopment of sites 58 19%

Other positive impact 23 7%

More funding for other things 17 5%

Improved congestion / road safety 13 4%

Positive impact on education 6 2%

Reduced council tax 1 0%

Negative impact 38%

Increased child safety concerns 75 24%

Negative impact on education 35 11%

Other negative impact 7 2%

Increased congestion/health impacts 1 0%

Increased costs to parents 1 0%

Neutral/no impact 24%

No impact 49 16%

Other 17 5%

Not enough information to say 10 3%

Total 313 100%

Don't know 34 -

Unrelated comment 51 -

blank 1308 -

6.7 Thirty eight percent of respondents cited a negative impact. In 24% of cases
this was linked to concerns over safety from the reductions to school crossing
patrols. In 11% of cases respondents were concerned about a negative impact
on education. A further thirty eight percent of respondents cited a positive
impact. In the majority of cases this was linked to a positive impact from the
redevelopment of closed school sites.

7. Adult social care and health

7.1 Residents’ were asked to comment on the following:
‘Join up more health and social care services, saving £27.064 million over three
years. We are already working with NHS partners to join up more and to save
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money by buying and designing services as one. This makes services more
effective by bringing teams and their management together. We could further
increase prevention and early help, which would reduce demand on residential
care, nursing and hospital admissions’

7.2 The views in response to this are set out in the table below. Overall 64% of
respondents agreed with the proposal and a further 24% agreed but with some
concerns. 12% disagreed with the proposal.

Count %

Agree 64%

Agree - good idea 225 29%

Agree - joined up services will improve services 98 12%

Agree - need greater efficiency and money saving 83 11%

Agree - to provide greater focus on prevention 36 5%

Agree - need to prevent bed blocking 29 4%

Agree - more frontline staff 12 2%

Agree - current system not working 9 1%

Agree - to reduce bureaucracy 8 1%

Agree - work with even more partners 2 0%

Agree - equal pay for social care 1 0%

Agree but with concerns 24%

Agree if no staff or service cuts 61 8%

Agree but need better communications and IT systems 54 7%

Agree but needs careful management 32 4%

Agree but concerns over cost 27 3%

Agree but needs to go further 7 1%

Agree but concerns over privatisation 4 1%
Agree but need for consultation / transparency /

evidence 5 1%

Disagree 12%

Disagree - will not work 33 4%

Disagree - concerns over services 20 3%

Disagree - other 10 1%

Disagree - too much reorganisation 8 1%

Disagree - concerns over private involvement 8 1%

Disagree - concern over costs 7 1%

Disagree - need to focus on other areas 6 1%

Total 785 100%

Don't know 64 -

Unrelated comment 199 -

Not enough information to say 53 -

Blank 605 -

7.3 12% of respondents agreed because they considered that joined up working
would help to improve services. 11% commented it would help to save money
through efficiencies:

‘Any initiative that reduces the financial burden on institutional care and
healthcare settings is of benefit to both the local community and local
government budget’
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7.4 9% agreed with the proviso that it would not affect staffing or the quality of
services.

‘Bringing services together is not a bad thing, provided they tell each other what
the other one is doing. No reduction to staff please! This makes for stress and
stress doesn't work when you’re looking after the community. Just make them
more efficient and that they are able to give 99% to their jobs. Maybe some jobs
could be voluntary in this area’.

7.5 8% of respondents disagreed with proposals largely due to concerns over
reductions in funding and the issues reorganisation:

‘I fear for the health service, a service that is already underfunded, combining
with social care which is dramatically underfunded, meaning health care loses
out overall’

‘Having worked in social care, the amount of money wasted is the problem, not
the provision of services. This is the unfortunate case with many public
services. Constant reorganisation and changes to provision doesn't solve the
problems long term’

8. Council offices and buildings

8.1 Respondents were asked for their views on the following option:
‘Review use of Council offices and buildings, saving £250,000 in 2018/19. We
could improve Council offices and buildings to support services better, stop
using those that are no longer useful, and share buildings with partners’.

8.2 Levels of agreement were high with 92% strongly agreeing or agreeing with
reviewing use of Council offices and buildings, as set out in the table below.

Extent agreeing with proposal Count %

Strongly agree 917 56%

Agree 602 36%

Neither agree nor disagree 91 6%

Disagree 21 1%

Strongly disagree 19 1%

Total known 1650 100%

Blank 17 -

Don't know 39 -

8.3 The table below outlines respondent’s reasons for agreeing/disagreeing with the
options:

Count %

Agree 70%

Will provide greater efficiency 157 29%

Will provide savings 115 21%

Agree with transfer to other use 55 10%

Agree plus consider flexible/teleworking 18 3%

Agree, there is too much spent on (luxury) offices 14 3%

Preferable to other options 3 1%

Agree - other 20 4%



Manchester City Council Appendix 1 - Item 4
Executive 11 January 2016

Item 4 – Page 25

Count %

Agree 70%

Agree with concerns 9%

Yes as long as still accessible and services do not suffer 24 4%

Yes with other conditions 15 3%
Yes but need to ensure staff working conditions are
good 4 1%

Yes provided there is a saving 7 1%

Agree but co-location preferable to hot desking 2 0%

Disagree 8%

Need to sort out town hall first 24 4%

Doubt there will be savings 4 1%

Reduce other costs (running, maintenance) 4 1%

will impact on staff efficiency 3 1%

Disagree - other 9 2%

Don't know 13%

Not enough information to say 38 7%

Need for review / planning 28 5%

Don't know 5 1%

Total 549 100%

Blank 970 -

Unrelated comment 187 -

8.4 In 29% of cases respondents’ agreed with the suggestion on the basis that it
would lead to increased efficiency:

‘I agreed as many building have a lot of empty offices that can be used so they
could be incorporated into bigger buildings already in use thereby keeping costs
down’

8.5 The main reason for disagreeing with the proposal was the lack of information
on which to base a decision:

‘With the new central library and town hall renovation being such a success it
would be interesting to see what the council deems as 'no longer useful'. I do
not agree with closing local council building that bridge the gap between the city
and the surrounding areas but I would be curious to know and which services
would be expected to 'share' as this doesn't seem like a huge operation with a
large financial saving - again very vague as really examples are needed before
a final comment is made but the concept seems good’

8.6 5% of respondents spoke of concerns over the cost of the Town Hall
refurbishment and ongoing maintenance:

8.7 Respondents were asked how these changes would affect them personally:

Count %

Positive impact 54%

Greater funding for other areas 89 28%

Buildings as community assets 23 7%

Improved services 20 6%

less empty buildings 11 3%

Improved integration between services 13 4%
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Count %

Positive impact 54%

Feel MCC is sharing in the pain 7 2%

Greater home working and work life balance 5 2%

Improved staff morale 3 1%

Environmental benefits 2 1%

No impact 37%

No impact 86 27%

Not enough information to say 31 10%

Other 3 1%

Negative impact 9%

Poorer access to council services 20 6%

Reduced staff morale 4 1%

More disused buildings 4 1%

Total 321 100%

Unrelated comment 15 -

Don't know 35 -

Blank 1335 -

8.8 Just over half of respondents were positive about the changes. In 28% of cases
respondents’ welcomed the change because they felt it would provide more
funding for other areas:

‘It will free up money that otherwise is just "taken by the council" into making
changes that people can actually see and feel’

9. Services that keep the Council running

9.1 Respondent’s most strongly agreed with option 7 to save £750,000 on contracts
with 76% agreeing with this option. Levels of disagreement were highest with
option 4 to reduce numbers of prosecutions with 70% disagreeing with this
option.

Strongly
agree

Agree
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree
Strongly
disagree

Option 7
Save £750k on contracts 34% 42% 16% 4% 3%
Option 9
Reduce costs of financial
management 27% 43% 16% 10% 4%
Option 3
Change legal, democratic
and election services 26% 39% 15% 13% 7%
Option 8
Change employment
policies and processes 27% 35% 16% 13% 9%
Option 2
Reduce HR Services

22% 30% 16% 22% 10%
Option 5
Reduce voter registration
activity 21% 31% 14% 18% 16%
Option 11
Reduce policy, partnerships
and research team 20% 32% 8% 23% 18%
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Strongly
agree

Agree
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree
Strongly
disagree

Option 6
Reduce communications
support 16% 34% 25% 17% 7%
Option 12
Reduce reform and
innovation team 20% 27% 19% 23% 12%
Option 1
Reduce IT 20% 27% 17% 22% 14%
Option 13
Reduce costs in audit and
customer services 17% 29% 22% 22% 10%
Option 10
Reduce strategic
development staff costs 19% 26% 20% 23% 12%
Option 14
Reduce costs in
performance, research and
intelligence 18% 26% 20% 23% 12%
Option 4
Reduce number of
prosecutions 8% 12% 9% 29% 41%

9.2 The table below outlines respondent’s reasons for agreeing/disagreeing with the
proposals:

Count %

Reduce bureaucracy/ increase efficiency 212 37%

Need to maintain staff or services suffer 71 12%

Embrace technology to make services more efficient 67 12%

False economy to make cuts in this area 51 9%

Don't cut staff vital to innovation 53 9%

Maintain prosecutions 27 5%

Cut strategic management 19 3%
Minimise impact on communities/protect those most in
need 21 4%

All suggestions will lead to poorer services 10 2%

Maintain voter services 12 2%

Shared services 7 1%

Improve procurement 9 2%

Cut staff costs 8 1%

Need to keep city clean 4 1%

Total 571 100%

Not enough information to say 105 -

Other 25 -

Blank 1005 -

9.3 37% of respondents felt the focus should be on reducing bureaucracy and
increasing efficiency:

‘I have seen how grossly inefficient back-office services are in other Councils
where I have worked (as a procurement consultant) and have little doubt
Manchester is just as flabby. Cut costs and bureaucracy, demand they deliver
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more with less. No organisation needs an army of personnel officers and
accountants’

9.4 12% of respondents emphasised the need to maintain staff and a further 9%
cited the need to maintain staff vital to innovation:
‘Whilst I'm sure that there are areas where staff costs can be reduced, I can't
agree to the wholesale reduction of council teams and staff, especially in areas
such as urban regeneration and planning. Manchester is a rapidly growing city,
and its development could potentially be crippled by some of these cost cutting
measures’.

‘The policy, performance, research, and audit funding should not be cut.
Reducing these services could blind the self-awareness of the council. Savings
can be made, but not at planning and observing the services of the council.
Without the data and auditing mistakes and misspending could go on
unwatched and not stopped’.

9.5 9% of respondents emphasised false economy of the changes:

‘A lot of these options seem like false economies. E.g. cutting HR - the council
need to recruit and manage the best people for the jobs available. It would be a
false economy to cut back on the service responsible for delivering that’.

9.6 Respondents were asked how these changes would affect them personally.

Count %

Positive impact 29%

Improved efficiency 63 24%

improved quality of service 12 5%

Other positive impact 3 1%

No impact 21%

No impact 41 15%

Need to be careful to avoid detrimental impacts 10 4%

Need to focus support on communities 3 1%

Accountability is important 2 1%

Negative impact 49%

Detrimental to communities 48 18%

Impact on growth & image 29 11%

Reduced service quality 18 7%

Worsening of environment and image 11 4%

Reduced services 9 3%

Impact on democracy 6 2%

More unemployment 3 1%

Other negative impact 7 3%

Total 265 100%

Don't know 57 -

Not enough information to say 4 -

Unrelated comment 2 -

Blank 1378 -
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9.7 29% of respondents felt the changes could have a positive impact, mainly
through increased efficiency:

‘A more efficient, cost-effective and productive council would benefit all
residents’.

9.8 Just under half of respondents considered the changes could have a negative
impact. 18% of respondents were concerned about the impacts on local
communities and the most vulnerable:

‘It will be the most vulnerable people who suffer if you reduce your functioning
and so the potential impact on the community is massive if you cut back many
of your key functions’.

9.9 11% had concerned that it could impact on Manchester’s growth and image:

‘If a lot of these cut were made, I'd fear that Manchester's momentum would
slow down, it's slowly becoming a "place to be" and drawing in talent and
money - I don't want to see that go!’

10. Council Tax, changing benefits and business rates services

10.1 The table below details respondents’ views on these options. Respondents
most strongly agreed with option 1 to change our benefits, council tax and
business rates services with 65% agreeing with this option. Levels of
disagreement were highest with option 2 to reduce Council Tax support with
53% disagreeing with this option:
‘At least Council Tax - despite the fact that the bands are seriously out of date -
put more burden on those more able to afford it, very roughly. Reducing Council
Tax support to those in need could drive people on to the streets’

Strongly
agree

Agree Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

1.Change benefits,
council tax and business
rate services 26% 39% 14% 12% 9%
3.Increasing Council Tax
by 2% each year 23% 28% 10% 16% 23%
4.Increasing Council Tax
by another 1.99% each
year 17% 25% 12% 20% 25%
2.Reduce Council Tax
Support 17% 18% 12% 26% 27%

10.2 The table below outlines respondent’s reasons for agreeing/disagreeing with the
proposals.

Count %
Agree 21%

It is needed to continue providing services 128 17%

Agree with paying more 22 3%

Agree as too much benefit / support provided 8 1%
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Agree with concerns 7%

Money raised from increased tax has to go to the
services that the increase is supposed to fund. 50 7%

Disagree 45%

Burden on residents is already heavy enough 158 21%
Protect vulnerable people / it will affect those most in
need 93 12%

Dissatisfied as tax increases whilst services reduce 48 6%

Risk that tax increase / reduced support will mean more
people need support 14 2%

Disagree other reason 15 2%

It will affect people in work 8 1%

Prefer alternative option 28%
Council tax is unfair / need to reform council tax / those
who can pay more tax should do so 91 12%

Run the services more efficiently / reduce red tape etc. 71 9%

Cut selected services / make savings elsewhere 14 2%

There are other ways of generating income 12 2%

The problem is Government cuts 9 1%

Collect from bad payers / fraud claims 8 1%

Other 2 0%

Total 751 100%

More information needed 19 -

Don't know 32 -

Blank 904 -

10.3 21% of respondents agreed with the proposals. In the majority of cases this
was linked to a preference for increasing Council Tax rather than cutting
services:
‘Option 3/4: these are small increases given the increasing costs of providing
services. I would rather pay more and keep services than pay the same and
have vital service after vital service cut’

10.4 A further 7% of respondents were in agreement with Council Tax increases but
only as long as they saw an improvement in services as a result:

‘I believe that if we want good quality public services we need to pay for them - I
am happy for my council tax to increase if I am assured that my money is being
invested in to people who live in this city having better life chances. I do not
believe in penalising the most vulnerable and making them pay more for less in
return’.

10.5 45% of respondents disagreed with the proposals. 21% percent felt the burden
on residents was already heavy enough:

‘With increasing council tax, I think if there will be no or terrible adult social care
service then I've rather pay more in council tax but tbh the majority of people I
know struggle paying council tax as it is. In this day and age we have enough
bills without them increasing constantly’.

10.6 12% of respondents commented that Council Tax support should not cut in
order to protect the most vulnerable. 28% of respondents suggested alternative
options. 12% cited the need for Council Tax reform:
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‘Lots of people pay council tax who live in expensive houses. Don't decrease
CTS and again penalise those at the bottom. Can't there be new valuation and
more bands in council tax. The difference between band A and band H
properties doesn't reflect the differences in lifestyle and income’.

10.7 9% considered that the focus should instead be on running the services more
efficiently:

‘If savings on non essential services are made and Council cuts its expenditure
within itself no need to penalise people by increasing tax and reducing benefits’.

10.8 Respondents were asked how these changes would affect them personally:

Count %

Positive impact 20%

Right thing to do to get good services 40 10%

It will benefit the city 15 4%

Help to address concerns about health and social care 12 3%

Do not want to pay for people who abuse the system 7 2%

Agree with paying more Council Tax 3 1%

Neutral impact 8%

No impact 12 3%

Will pay more tax but preserve services 10 3%

I can afford it 7 2%

Negative impact 56%

Significant impact on household budget 129 34%

Negative impact on those on low/fixed income 47 12%
Risk of becoming uncaring / not supporting those who need
help 17 4%

Concern about housing / homelessness 10 3%

People will move out of Manchester 6 2%

Rise in uncollected tax 6 2%

Other 16%

Need reforms to Council Tax instead 6 2%

Other 54 14%

Total 381 100%

Don't know 18 -

Unrelated comment 7 -

Blank 1300 -

10.9 56% of respondents considered the proposals would have a negative impact
with 34 percent citing the impact on household budgets:
‘4% annual increase in Council Tax will impact on me and many others’.

10.10However 20% of respondents considered the proposals would have a positive
impact, including through improved services:
‘As a Manchester resident I am happy to contribute fully towards Council Tax to
ensure that our cities most vulnerable residents get the support they need’

11. General comments
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11.1 Respondents were asked to make general comments about the budget options.
An overview of the comments are presented in table below:

Count %

Views on options 50%

Preserve essential services (welfare, children.) 149 18%

Process efficiencies, shared services, reduce staff,
reduce salaries rather than cut services 114 14%

Cut selected services 51 6%

Increase Council tax 32 4%
Continue investing for growth and generate future
revenues 28 3%

Focus on environmental improvements 10 1%

Address transport concerns 8 1%

Do not increase Council Tax 7 1%

Increase business rate 6 1%

Greater private sector investment 6 1%

Transfer spend from city centre to outskirts 4 0%

Comments on consultation 35%
Not satisfied with the consultation and options
proposed 132 16%

More information needed 69 8%

Satisfied with the options proposed 49 6%

Satisfied about being consulted and being informed 24 3%

Council should act, no need for this consultation 14 2%

Reassured about the Council's approach and options 5 1%

Need to consult council staff 1 0%

Concerns 9%

Worried about the future 51 6%

Should oppose Government cuts 23 3%

Other 6%

Other 54 6%

Total 837 100%

Don't know 6 -

No comment 3 -

Unknown 3 -

Blank 857 -

11.2 18% of respondents emphasised the need to preserve essential services for the
most vulnerable:

‘My only concerns about budget cuts, which however it is looked at this is,
would be that strenuous efforts must be made to protect the most vulnerable
members of our society. Children are too young and inexperienced to look after
themselves. The elderly and those really seriously disabled are equally, in
many cases, deserving of our respect and protection’.

11.3 14% spoke of the need to make process efficiencies rather than cuts to
services:

‘I think cuts should be made first quickly by seeing where money can be made,
e.g. sharing business resources and space, then by cutting luxuries that don't
impact spending within the city, e.g. Christmas lights, then making services
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more targeted and efficient, e.g. child and adult care and benefits - however the
latter would have to be done with time and care’

11.4 6% identified specific services which they felt could be cut and 4% commented
that taxes should be raised to pay for services:

‘If the central government insists on squeezing budgets we need to all chip in at
a local level to ensure that vulnerable people don't suffer. Raise taxes, don't cut
services!’

11.5 35% of respondents made comments on the consultation process. 16% were
not satisfied with the options proposed. A further 8% commented on the
vagueness of some of the proposals.

‘As said before many were impossible to foresee what the consequences would
be. It would be helpful in future to tabulate the proposals with the savings and
their likely consequence’

11.6 6% however were satisfied with the options proposed and 4% expressed
gratitude about being consulted:

‘There are a good range of options and a lot of things that could be reduced
without having too much of a negative impact on others. In some cases there
would be a positive impact in the long run’

‘Thanks for asking us what we think. There are a wide variety of types of
savings being explored which is good to see. Might be worth hitting a few big
ticket items rather than chipping away at a lot of smaller changes’.

12. Other ways to save money

12.1 Respondents were asked to provide suggestions of other ways money could be
saved:

Count %

Increased efficiency 38%

Run MCC more efficiently 194 26%
More efficient service delivery (improvements planned
better, review contracts with third parties etc.) 46 6%
Shared services, joint working (within local councils, human

and financial resources, office space, IT) 38 5%

Reduce spend 21%
Reduce unnecessary expenses (decorations, planting,
parties/events) 49 7%
Residents' participation in delivery (community participation,
community work for offenders and for young people on
benefit) 37 5%

Selective service cuts 19 3%

Greater private sector involvement 16 2%

Reform/ reduce benefits 18 2%

Improved contract management 8 1%

Greater third sector involvement 5 1%

Generate income 23%

Generate income - other 30 4%

Oppose government cuts 27 4%
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Count %

Fine crime offenders (parking, fly tipping, drug users.) 25 3%

Generate income from Council's premises / land 22 3%
Investment and growth (through tourism, better services
mean longer-term savings, prevention) 22 3%

Increase council tax / ensure people pay council tax 16 2%
Increase business tax (levy on stallholders, large
businesses.) 13 2%
Reform tax system for landlords renting to students / home
owners 5 1%

Innovative funding - public wealth fund, crowd funding 4 1%

Fraud check / tax evasion 4 1%

Investment 10%
Transport related (tax on public transport, remove bus lane
to reduce congestion, invest in real-time bus movement
information 24 3%

Invest in renewable energy 18 2%
Cuts cannot apply to key services (i.e. protecting vulnerable
people, environment) 15 2%

Invest in recycling 9 1%

Invest in affordable housing 7 1%

Invest in getting people into employment 1 0%

Decision making 4%
More consultation with council staff, with residents, experts /
share experience with other councils 22 3%

Longer-term planning / preventative work 6 1%

Other 33 5%

Total 733 100%

Don't know 16 -

No suggestions 5 -

Unknown 3 -

Blank 949 -

12.2 38% of respondents cited the need to focus on improvements in efficiency.
Just over a quarter suggested improvements to efficiency in the running of MCC
including changes to the management structure.

12.3 6% of respondents commented on the need for more efficient service delivery
(including better planning of improvements and reviewing contracts with third
parties):

‘Early preventive action is always a cheaper option than fire fighting. Employ
people to cost the significance of ignoring known problems rather than moving
in a team to solve them’.

12.4 5% of respondents suggested greater sharing of services and 7% suggested
greater participation of residents' in delivery:

‘Whilst there is some mention of shared services across GM there is a whole
range of services that could be shared across some or all of the 10 Districts in
GM. These should be explored in more detail and could save a considerable
amount. The same applies to any outsourcing contracts - GM sized contracts
give better spending power’
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12.5 21% of respondents focussed on the need to reduce spend. In 7% of cases
respondents suggested reducing unnecessary expenses, in particular events
and decorations:

‘Instead of decorating the city centre at every whimsy such as a ton of pumpkins
at Halloween, don't bother. It makes very little difference to the feel of the place
when litter is flooding the path. Focus on key services then when/if we can, on
the additional decorative ones’.

12.6 23% focussed on methods to generate income. Suggestions were varied and
included generating greater income through fines; from the Council’s premises
and land; through taxation and investment and growth.

12.7 10% of respondents suggested areas in which investment should be made
including transport, renewable energy and affordable housing. A further 4%
cited the need to review the decision making process including a focus on
longer-term planning and preventative work:

‘Proper investment into children services and social care means in the long term
people will need it for shorter intervention and less crisis management thus
reducing overall costs’.
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Appendix 2 – Demographics of respondents

1. 1,706 responses were received to the survey: 1,400 were completed online and 306
using a postal questionnaire. The demographic characteristics of the respondents
were compared to those of the population using Census data.

2. The table below compares on the basis of gender; overall a higher proportion of
respondents were male (51.0%) than the population (49.8%) however postal survey
respondents were more likely to be female than the population.

Manchester
Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Total
respondents

Count % Count % Count % Count %

Female 252,623 50.2% 150 52.4% 607 48.3% 757 49.0%

Male 250,504 49.8% 136 47.6% 651 51.7% 787 51.0%

Total known 503,127 100% 286 100.0% 1258 100.0% 1,544 100.0%

Prefer not to
say

- - 10 - 113 - 123 -

Unknown - - 10 - 29 - 39 -

2. The age profile of respondents was more clustered to the middle age bands.
Respondents to the postal survey were more clustered to the older age bands.

Manchester Postal respondents Online respondents Total respondents

Count % Count % Count % Count %

16-25 111,630 27.5% 8 2.8% 83 6.5% 91 5.8%

26-39 123,636 30.5% 42 14.9% 435 34.1% 477 30.6%

40-64 122,899 30.3% 135 47.9% 605 47.4% 738 47.3%

65-74 24,767 6.1% 54 19.1% 133 10.4% 189 12.1%

75+ 22,777 5.6% 43 15.2% 21 1.6% 64 4.1%

Total known 405,709 100% 282 100.0% 1277 100.0% 1,559 100.0%

Prefer not to say - - 14 - 91 - 105 -

Unknown - - 10 - 32 - 42 -

3. By ethnicity those in the white British group were over-represented at 80.8%. Those
in the Other Black group were also over-represented. Postal respondents were more
likely to be from ethnic minority groups than online respondents with a high proportion
of Pakistani (10.8%) and African (5.4%) minorities.

Manchester
Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Respondents

Count % Count % Count % Count %

White

English/ Welsh/
Scottish/ Northern Irish/
British

298,237 59.3% 184
71.0
%

998 83.0% 1182 80.8%

Irish 12,352 2.5% 2 0.8% 34 2.8% 36 2.5%

Other White 24,520 4.9% 1 0.4% 62 5.2% 63
4.3%

Mixed
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Manchester
Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Respondents

Count % Count % Count % Count %

White and Black
Caribbean

8,877 1.8% 0 0.0% 8 0.7% 8 0.5%

White and Black African 4,397 0.9% 3 1.2% 5 0.4% 8 0.5%

White and Asian 4,791 1.0% 3 1.2% 12 1.0% 15 1.0%

Other Mixed 5,096 1.0% 0 0.0% 8 0.7% 8 0.5%

Asian or Asian British

Indian 11,417 2.3% 8 3.1% 5 0.4% 13 0.9%

Pakistani 42,904 8.5% 28
10.8
%

15 1.2% 43 2.9%

Bangladeshi 6,437 1.3% 3 1.2% 2 0.2% 5 0.3%

Chinese 13,539 2.7% 1 0.4% 2 0.2% 3 0.2%

Other Asian 11,689 2.3% 2 0.8% 7 0.6% 9 0.6%

Black or Black British

Caribbean 25,718 5.1% 5 1.9% 4 0.3% 9 0.6%

African 9,642 1.9% 14 5.4% 2 0.2% 16 1.1%

Other Black 8,124 1.6% 4 1.5% 23 1.9% 27 1.8%

Other ethnic group

Other ethnic group 15,387 3.1% 1 0.4% 16 1.3% 17 1.2%

Total known
503,127 100% 259

100.0
%

1203
100.0
%

1,462 100%

Prefer not to say - - 7 - 174 - 181 -

Unknown - - 21 - 42 - 63 -

4. 13% of respondents considered themselves to be a disabled person compared to
18% of the population (who considered their day-to-day activities to be limited a lot or
a little). Respondents to the postal survey were significantly more likely to be disabled
(20.4%) than respondents to the online survey (11.2%).

Manchester
Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Total
Respondents

Count % Count % Count % Count %

Yes 89,364 17.8% 54 20.4% 140 11.2% 194 12.8%

No 413,763 82.2% 211 79.6% 1,111 88.8% 1,322 87.2%

Total known 503,127 100% 265 100.0% 1251 100.0% 1,516 100%

Prefer not to say - - 18 108 126 -

Unknown - - 0 64 64 -

5. Just over a third (34.6 percent) of respondents had caring responsibilities. 9.2%
provided care for a disabled child, adult, older person (increasing to 15.6% if
secondary care is included). This is higher than the population; the 2011 Census
recorded 8.9 percent of the population as providing unpaid care including looking
after, giving help or support to family members, friends, neighbours or others,
because of long-term physical or mental ill-health or disability or problems relating to
old age. Online respondents were more likely to care for children and disabled adults
however postal respondents were more likely to be carers of older people.
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Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Total
Respondents

Count % Count % Count %

None 168 71.5% 795 64.2% 963 65.4%

Primary carer of child/children under 18 35 14.9% 245 19.8% 280 19.0%

Primary carer of disabled child or children 0 0.0% 24 1.9% 24 1.6%

Primary carer of disabled adult (18-65) 4 1.7% 39 3.2% 43 2.9%

Primary carer of older people (65+) 17 7.2% 52 4.2% 69 4.7%

Secondary carer 11 4.7% 83 6.7% 94 6.4%

Total known 235 100.0% 1,238 100.0% 1,473 100.0%

Prefer not to say 30 - 139 - 169 -

Unknown 0 - 64 - 64 -

6. The table below details the home locations of respondents. Postal survey
respondents were more likely to be residents of East and North Manchester and
online respondents were more concentrated in South Manchester and the City
Centre. This is not unsurprising given that postal questionnaires were sent to
previously under represented areas.

Postal
respondents

Online
respondents

Total Respondents

Geographical location Count % Count % Count %

South 76 24.9% 733 52.3% 809 47.4%

East 104 34.1% 210 15.0% 314 18.4%

North 67 22.0% 150 10.7% 217 12.7%

Wythenshawe 3 1.0% 129 9.2% 132 7.7%

Central 4 1.3% 142 10.1% 146 8.5%

Not recognised or outside of
Manchester

51 16.7% 37 2.6% 88 5.2%

Total 306 100.0% 1400 100.0% 1,706 100%

7. The table below details the total number of responses from each ward.

Ward
Count of
responses

Whalley Range 77

Moston 76

Chorlton 74

City Centre 63

Didsbury East 62

Gorton North 60

Didsbury West 59

Chorlton Park 54

Bradford 51

Levenshulme 50

Charlestown 49

Ancoats and Clayton 47

Cheetham 45
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Ward
Count of
responses

Gorton South 44

Moss Side 44

Rusholme 37

Hulme 35

Old Moat 35

Brooklands 33

Longsight 32

Burnage 30

Withington 30

Higher Blackley 28

Sharston 27

Crumpsall 26

Baguley 24

Northenden 23

Harpurhey 21

Miles Platting and Newton Heath 20

Ardwick 19

Fallowfield 19

Woodhouse Park 10

Not recognised or outside of
Manchester 402

Total 1706
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