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Introduction 
 
Over the summer of 2019, members of the public, staff and 
stakeholders were asked take part in the council’s consultation on 
how it can save £75m and reshape services for the future. 
 

Methodology 
 
Surveys were launched online and through the council’s magazine, 
Leicestershire Matters. Focus groups were also conducted with 
residents at various locations across the county. 
  
In total, 4,371 respondents took part in the surveys. 
  
The surveys asked respondents the extent to which they thought 
the council should make reductions across 30 services. They also 
asked questions on ways of working, the amount of council tax they 
should expect to pay, alternative sources of income and prospective 
service improvements, as well as allowing respondents the 
opportunity to leave comments. 
  
The survey for stakeholders also contained a number of additional 
open-ended questions which asked for views on some key 
challenges ahead. 
  
The focus groups were conducted with 72 residents of 
Leicestershire. 

Headline findings 
 
Service reductions 
  
From the main consultation survey, respondents said that the top 
10 council services which they thought should be reduced were: 

1. Smoking/weight/physical activity services 
2. Drug/alcohol/sexual infection services 
3. Grass cutting 
4. Travel to schools - excluding special educational needs 

and disabilities (SEND) transport 
5. Economic growth & grant aid 
6. Street lighting 
7. Adult learning 
8. Museums & records office 
9. Libraries 
10. Minerals and waste planning 

  
All of the services on this list had more than 50% of respondents 
saying they thought the council could make some degree of 
reduction. Together, these ten services account for £41.5m of 
spending. 
 
Respondents said that the top 10 council services they least wanted 
to be reduced were: 

1. Older - community 

Executive summary 
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2. Older - residential 
3. Roads/paths 
4. Gritting 
5. Child protection 
6. Mental health 
7. Waste disposal 
8. Children - in local authority care 
9. SEND (including transport) 
10. Recycling and household waste sites (RHWS)/tips 

 
For all of the services above, more than half of respondents said the 
service should not be reduced at all. These services account for 
£253m of spending. 
  
Most of the services that people wanted to protect - especially the 
care services - have some of the council’s largest budgets. 
Exceptions included gritting and mental health services, which have 
relatively small budgets. 
 
Male respondents, younger to middle-aged adults, parents of 
children, carers of adults, BME respondents, those of no religion or 
of non-Christian religions, council employees, and LGB* respondents 
were more likely to favour cuts in numerous services, compared to 
the average. In contrast, older respondents were more in favour of 
protecting services from cuts. 
  
The focus group findings were broadly comparable to those of the 
survey, both in terms of the services people most wanted to protect 
and those where they thought there was some scope for reductions. 
Participants were more likely to consider budget reductions after 
the discussions. Prior to the discussions, the balance of opinion 

among residents was that spending should be maintained or 
increased in all but one service. After the discussions, this balance 
had shifted and, for 15 of the services considered, a higher 
proportion of participants were more accepting of budget 
reductions than increases; having received background information 
about the council’s financial challenges and having discussed the 
importance of balancing the budget.  
 
Participants at the focus groups were most willing to contemplate 
budget reductions to the following services: 

1. Smoking/weight/physical activity and NHS health checks 
2. Museums 
3. Libraries 
4. Adult learning course and support 
5. Drug/alcohol/sexual infection treatment 

  
Participants at the focus groups were least willing to contemplate 
budget reductions to the following services: 

1. Supporting older people to live independently in the 
community 

2. Residential and nursing homes for older people 
3. Children’s social care services and child protection 
4. Early support to families and young people 
5. Services for adults with mental health problems 

 

There was also some commonality between the findings of this 
consultation and the previous large-scale exercise which took place 
in 2013. However, across all services listed, the proportion of 
respondents who indicated that no reduction should be made has 
increased in this 2019 consultation. 
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Ways of working 
  
The majority of respondents supported the different ways of 
working presented in the survey. 

• 90% agreed with working more with partners to design 
integrated services 

• 86% agreed with working more sustainably by utilising 
renewable energy, reducing carbon and helping protect the 
environment 

• 85% agreed with finding further efficiencies in processes, 
procedures and management (including using new 
technology) 

• 81% agreed with reorganising local government to make 
substantial overall savings in overheads 

• 78% agreed with working more with partners to support the 
local economy and jobs 

• 74% agreed with handing over the running of specific services 
to residents, community groups and voluntary organisations 

• 63% agreed with contracting the private or voluntary sector to 
deliver services. However a fifth (21%) disagreed with this 
proposal. 

 
Participants at the focus groups were keen to see services working 
more closely together, particularly in collaboration with the NHS, 
and the consideration of a unitary status for the council. They also 
wanted the council to consider services being run on a more 
community-orientated basis (if service quality could be maintained), 
and also for individuals and communities taking more responsibility 
- either paying more for services or volunteering.  
 

Council tax 
  
When asked about council tax, 50% of respondents said that they 
would be prepared to pay an increase above inflation (3-4% 
increase) and 31% preferred an increase in-line with inflation (2% 
increase), Only 18% felt council tax should increase below inflation, 
be frozen, or reduced. The focus groups also showed the majority 
(77%) favoured increases in line with inflation (37%) or above (40%). 
 
Alternative sources of income 
  
There was good support for four of the five listed proposals for 
increasing income: 

• 91% agreed with campaigning for fairer funding from central 
government 

• 83% agreed with attracting businesses and investment to 
increase local business rates income 

• 81% agreed with exploring commercial opportunities to 
generate income 

• 62% agreed with more investment in land, property and other 
assets as a source of income 

 
Respondents were much less supportive of increased charging for 
services, with 54% disagreeing with the proposal. However, 
comments suggested that whilst there was opposition to increased 
charging for social care services, increased charging for other 
services, such as on-street parking and entrance to country parks, 
would be acceptable to some respondents. 
  
In the resident focus groups, participants suggested several options 
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by which additional income could be generated: commercial 
operation of business services  -  e.g. human resources (HR), legal, 
and training  - greater commercial use of property and services, 
investing in green technology, utilising private contractors where 
appropriate, and charging for services (e.g. libraries, museums, 
country parks, school transport, and bus passes for older people). 
 
Service improvement 
 
Respondents to the survey were asked which service areas they felt 
should be improved. The majority of respondents felt the council 
should improve the 12 service areas listed, to at least some degree 
(either ‘a great deal, ‘to some extent’, or ‘not very much’), if the 
opportunity arose. 
 
For nine of the 12 service areas listed, over half of respondents said 
they would like to see improvements ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great 
deal’. 
 
The top three services for improvements were: 

• Highways - 64% ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
• Environment and carbon reduction - 68% ‘to some extent’ or 

‘a great deal’ 
• Infrastructure to support the economy and population - 65% 

‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
•  

Respondents were less likely to want to see improvements to: 
• Healthy living - 36% said improve ‘not at all’ 
• Public and school transport (excluding SEND) - 33% ‘not at all’ 
• Libraries, culture, leisure and adult learning - 30% ‘not at all’ 
 

Analysis of Comments 
  
Respondents had the opportunity to leave written comments. These 
were analysed and coded. The most popular categories of comment 
made by respondents in the survey were: 

• Protecting services for vulnerable people 
• Consider lobbying central government for fairer funding  
• Improve the options for waste management/ recycling 
• Reduce the number of managers, and their salaries 
• Reduce the number of councillors, their expenses and 

allowances 
• Improve road maintenance/safety 
• Stop bureaucracy, inefficiency, waste and duplication 
• Get people to take individual responsibility 
• Join up services/thinking with other departments, districts or 

city councils 
• Have one single council for the area 

 
From the open comments received in the stakeholder survey, 
numerous areas relating to environment and transport were cited 
as examples of services currently working well and some also 
pointed towards good examples of multi-agency/joint working 
between the council and partners. Several stakeholders voiced 
concern about communication with the council. Improving 
efficiency was the main theme in which most stakeholders 
suggested the council could work differently to save money and 
improve outcomes. Stakeholders often suggested business services 
could operate commercially as a source of income. For example, HR, 
legal, and training services could be offered to other public and 
private organisations. 
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Like all councils, Leicestershire County Council has had to make 
savings over the last few years as part of the Government’s drive to 
reduce public debt. 
 
The county council has to save a further £75 million over the next 
four years and as part of this process has consulted with residents, 
stakeholders and staff to hear their views to help with planning 
services over this period.  
 
In total, 4,371 respondents took part in the consultation. 
 
This report outlines the process undertaken and summarises the 
findings. 
 

Overview of the process 
 
The consultation took place over the summer of 2019 involving a 
range of audiences and methodologies. 
 
Main consultation survey 
 
A survey and supporting information was made available on the 
council website from 12th June. The questionnaire asked the extent 
to which respondents thought the council should consider making 
budget reductions across 30 services. They also asked questions on 
new ways of working, council tax, alternative sources of income, 
and prospective service improvement, as well as giving respondents 

the opportunity to leave comments. 
 
The same questionnaire was included in a special edition of 
Leicestershire Matters which was distributed to all households in 
the county during the week commencing 17th June. The special 
edition of the magazine contained briefing material on the financial 
situation, to set the scene and provide information to help residents 
complete the questionnaire. A freepost return address was provided 
for completed surveys to encourage response. 
 
Survey respondents were also signposted to an online tool which 
allowed them to try and balance the budget. This tool was an 
information aid to help inform the completion of the survey. 
 
The survey deadline was 10th September (just under 13 weeks). 
 
Stakeholder consultation 
 
The consultation was launched with a workshop event on 17th July. 
The aim of the event was to brief stakeholders of the financial 
situation and begin a dialogue about ideas and solutions. A survey 
for stakeholders was also made available on the council’s website.  
 
As well as the main questions the survey for stakeholders contained 
a number of additional open-ended questions which asked for views 
on some key challenges ahead. This was promoted to stakeholders 
across the county, not only to those who could attend the event. 
The closing date for responses was 10th September.  

Chapter 1: Introduction and methodology 
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Focus groups 
 
In addition to the survey, three focus groups/workshops were also 
conducted with residents. The purpose of these was to seek the 
views of a cross section of the county’s population, who were then 
given the opportunity to consider the issues in a little more depth, 
providing more understanding about why people hold their views 
and what might lead them to change their mind. 
 
The workshops were recruited and led by an independent research 
company. Events took place in three different locations across the 
county covering Melton, Oadby & Wigston, and Harborough; 
Charnwood and North West Leicestershire; and Hinckley & 
Bosworth and Blaby. 
 
In total, 72 people attended and there was representation from a 
broad demographic cross section of residents. Each event lasted 
nearly four hours – participants were briefed on the financial 
situation and asked to discuss, in broad terms, their views on 
services, service reductions, ways of working and council tax. As part 
of each event participants were asked to complete two 
questionnaires, one before the briefing and discussion, and one 
after – to show how their views did or did not change following the 
provision of information and the chance to debate the issues. 
 

 
 
 
 

Communications and media activity 
 
The consultation was available in paper form, online and in an Easy 
Read version. The consultation webpage also featured an interactive 
budget tool, enabling people to try balancing the council’s budget. 
The material used can be viewed here: www.leicestershire.gov.uk/
priorities-consultation-2019 
 
A wide range of direct and broad activity was used to promote the 
consultation and reach audiences. 
 
This included a number of media releases throughout the 12 weeks, 
generating prominent, on-message press coverage and a series of 
news stories on BBC Radio Leicester’s flagship breakfast show. The 
council’s Twitter, Facebook and LinkedIn social media feeds were 
used throughout with posts regularly reaching over 1,000 people. 
Posters were also sent to schools, libraries and other community 
hubs to raise awareness of the consultation. 
 
At key milestones, emails were sent to a wide range of stakeholders, 
businesses and staff encouraging them to take part in the 
consultation. This was coupled with a dedicated event for 
stakeholders, attended by five district councils, NHS bodies and 
other voluntary and public sector agencies. 
 
Officers and cabinet members ran stands at 10 events with large 
footfall across the county, helping to raise awareness, showcasing 
the interactive online budget tool and answering any queries. 
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Alternative formats/equality impact assessment  
 
The briefing material was made available in Easy Read format. 
 
The questionnaires were made available in alternative formats on 
request (including Easy Read), and assistance was offered via the 
Customer Service Centre for anyone who wanted help completing 
the surveys over the phone. Front line service desk staff were also 
briefed to be able to provide help. 
 
Written and spoken media were used to communicate with the 
public about the consultation.  
  
Focus group participants were recruited on the basis of diversity in 
terms of age, ethnic group, social grade, disability and/or long-term 
limiting illness and geography.  
 
An Equality Impact Assessment was undertaken on the consultation 
process to ensure that the process was open and inclusive, and 
reduce any barriers to participation. 
 
The Leicestershire Equality Challenge Group also reviewed the 
consultation materials and received a presentation on the Medium 
Term Financial Strategy.  
 

 
 
 

Interactive dashboards 
 
The graphics in this report have been produced using a software 
package called Tableau. A number of these visualisations have been 
made available online. More information and links to the interactive 
dashboards are available on the council’s website: 
www.leicestershire.gov.uk/priorities-consultation-2019 
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Response rate 
 
During the nearly 13 week consultation window, 4,371 responses 
were received to the survey. The majority (54%) took part by 
returning the hard copy survey which was issued in the special 
edition of Leicestershire Matters (2,345), the remainder completing 
the online version on the council’s website (2,011), or the 
stakeholder version of the online survey (15).  
 

Respondent profile 
 
The demographic profile of those responding to the survey has been 
compared to the population figures from the 2011 Census and 2017 
mid-year estimates. This analysis is reported in Appendix 2. It shows 
that the profile of respondents is broadly comparable to the 
Leicestershire population. However, certain demographic groups 
are underrepresented. For example, males, and those aged 15-44 
are underrepresented, whilst those aged 55-74 are 
overrepresented. Black and minority ethnic (BME) respondents are 
also underrepresented, particularly Asian or Asian British 
respondents. Although the Leicestershire districts and the 
geographical rural/urban classification was proportionately 
represented, more deprived areas were underrepresented, whereas 
less deprived areas were overrepresented. 
 
The survey data used for analysis in this report has not been 

weighted by any demographic information collected. However as a 
separate exercise the unweighted data was compared against 
weighted data (using age, age and ethnicity, and national IMD 
quintile as weighting components). This exercise demonstrated 
there to be minimal difference between unweighted and weighted 
data. 

 
Analysis - methodology 
 
The analysis that follows has been produced on the combined 
results from the online and Leicestershire Matters surveys. The 15 
responses to the corresponding questions in the stakeholder version 
of the survey were also added and included in the subsequent 
analysis. The responses to the open comment questions exclusive to 
the stakeholder survey were analysed and reported upon in a 
separate chapter. 
 
Graphs and tables have been used to assist explanation and 
analysis.  Although occasional anomalies appear due to rounding 
differences, these are never more than +/-1%.  Question results 
have been reported based on those who provided a valid response, 
i.e. taking out the ‘don’t know’ responses and no replies from the 
calculation of the percentages. 
 
For the purposes of visualising the results and reporting the analysis, 
the labelling of service areas has been shortened from that used in 

Chapter 2: Main consultation survey 
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the questionnaire. For the full wording please see the table in 
Appendix 3. 
 
Demographic Analysis 

The questionnaire included a range of demographic questions. As 
well as allowing for the profile of respondents to be understood it 
also makes it possible to understand the views of different groups. 

Respondents were also asked to provide their postcode so that it 
would be possible to produce analysis by geography. The collection 
of postcodes has made possible further geodemographic analysis by 
the indices of multiple deprivation (IMD) and the Office for National 
Statistics urban/rural classification (see Appendix 7 for more 
information). These additional dimensions have been included in 
the dataset for the purposes of analysis. 
 
Each of the rating questions within the survey has been cross-
tabulated by the following respondent groups: 

• Gender identity 
• Age 
• Parent or carer of a young person aged 17 or under 
• Carer of an adult aged 18 or over 
• Long-standing illness, disability or infirmity 
• Ethnic group 
• Religion 
• LCC employee 
• Sexual orientation 
• Lower-tier/district local authority 
• Urban/rural classification 
• Index of multiple deprivation (IMD) 
 

The following demographic question was not included in the cross-
tabulation above due to small counts of respondents: 

• Gender identity - whether the same as that assigned at birth 
 
Statistical testing 

A statistical technique called chi-square has been used to look for 
significant differences between the demographic subgroups listed 
above.  
 

Findings 
 
The remainder of this chapter presents the results to the six 
questions within the survey in the order in which they appear in the 
questionnaire: 

• Service reductions 
• New ways of working 
• Council tax 
• Alternative sources of income 
• Prospective service improvement 
• Open comments 

 
Execu

ti
ve Su

m
m

ary 

 
In

tro
d

u
cti

o
n

 

 

M
ain

 su
rve

y 

 
Fo

cu
s gro

u
p

s 

 
Stakeh

o
ld

ers 



Leicestershire’s priorities - consultation results 

November 2019                                                                                             16 

Service reductions 
 
Respondents were asked to share their priorities by indicating the 
extent to which they thought the county council should make 
reductions in each of the 30 services listed in the questionnaire. 
 
The amount the council spends on each service and the percentage 
of the county council’s total budget was shown for each service area 
together with examples of how the service could be reduced. 
 
Respondents were asked to select one of five options for each 
service to indicate the extent to which they thought the council 
should make reductions. The options were to reduce: 

• A great deal 
• To some extent 
• Not very much 
• Not at all 
• Don’t know (excluded from analysis) 

 
Headline Analysis 
 
Chart 1 shows the proportions of respondents that selected each 
response option. The chart is ranked by the percentage of 
respondents who indicated they thought the budget should be 
reduced (‘a great deal’, ‘to some extent’, or ‘not very much’). Those 
services listed towards the top of the chart are those services where 
respondents are more receptive to service reductions. Services 
listed at the bottom of the chart had the highest percentages saying 
the services should be reduced ‘not at all’, and represent the 
services which respondents prioritise most and wish to protect as 

much as possible from cuts. 
 
For 16 of the 30 listed services, more than half of respondents said 
there could be some reductions made (compared to 32 of 36 
services in the 2013 consultation, see appendices 5 and 6).  
 
However, the majority of these 16 services represented relatively 
smaller budgets, they totalled £71.5m of council spending, 
accounting for 18% of the £392m budget itemised by service. The 
three services with the largest budgets in the top half of the chart 
being family support (£11m), smoking/weight/physical activity 
services (£9m), and children’s health services (£9m).  
 
The top 10 services that respondents felt could be reduced were:  

• Smoking/weight/physical activity 
• Drug/alcohol/sexual infection 
• Grass cutting 
• Travel to schools (excluding SEND) 
• Economic growth and grant aid  
• Street lighting  
• Adult learning  
• Museums and records office  
• Libraries 
• Minerals and waste planning 

 
There were nine services in the top 10 where at least a third of 
respondents thought reductions could be made either ‘a great deal’ 
or ‘to some extent’, with only one service (compared to nine in 
2013) having more than 50% of respondents indicating this - this 
was smoking/weight/physical activity services (64%).  
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Midpoint 

Chart 1 - Service reductions - ordered by reduce ‘a great deal’, ‘to some extent’, or ‘not very much’ 

Over 33% 
said 
service 
should be 
reduced 
‘to some 
extent’ or 
‘a great 
deal’ 

Over 50% 
said service 
should not 
be reduced 
at all 
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In contrast the 14 services where more than half 
of respondents said that the service should not be 
reduced at all tended to be those with the biggest 
budgets, and accounted for £320.5m (82%) of 
council spending itemised in the survey.  
 
Two noticeable exceptions are gritting (£2m) and 
mental health services (£9m), which have 
relatively smaller budgets, but are services which 
many respondents want to protect, with 67% 
(same as in 2013, see Appendix 6 for full 
breakdown) and 64% respectively saying that the 
services should not be reduced at all.  
 
The top 10 services that respondents felt should 
not be reduced at all were:  

• Older people - community 
• Older people - residential 
• Roads/paths 
• Gritting  
• Child protection 
• Mental health 
• Waste disposal  
• Children - LA care 
• SEND (including transport) 
• RHWS/tips 

 
Chart 2 compares the percentage of respondents 
who said reduce ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
with those who said ‘not at all’ for each of the 

Chart 2 - Service scatter - reduce ‘a great deal’/‘to some extent’ by ‘not at all’ 
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listed services.  
 
Two services, libraries and museums and records office, generated 
mixed views, with between 33-50% of respondents saying reduce 
’not at all’ and 33-50% saying reduce ’to some extent’ or ’a great 
deal’.  
 
Demographic analysis 
 
Using the demographic information collected it is possible to 
statistically identify which groups are more likely than others to feel 
that services should be reduced ‘a great deal’ or ‘to some extent’, 
and which groups think that services shouldn't be reduced ‘at all’.  
 
In the narrative that follows, the term ‘significantly more/less likely’ 
should be interpreted as ‘significantly more/less likely than the 
average’. For example, with regards to grass cutting, males were 
significantly more likely to say ‘reduce: not at all’ (30%), compared 
to the average amongst all respondents (27%).  
 
However, it is important to note that such statements do not 
necessarily mean it was the most/least frequent response within 
that demographic group. For example, using the example above, 
although males were more likely to say ‘reduce: not at all’ to grass 
cutting (30% compared to 27% for all respondents), a higher 
proportion of males said reduce ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
(49%). 
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Demographic groups opting for or opposing reductions 
 
• Males were significantly more likely to say reduce ’to some 

extent’ or ’a great deal’ in 16 of the 30 listed services. Conversely 
females were more likely to oppose cuts across numerous 
services. 

• Middle age (35-44 and 44-54) respondents were more likely to be 
in favour of service cuts across many services. Although there was 
some variation between the middle age groups service-to-service, 
both groups were more likely to want to see reductions in public 
and school transport services, waste management, highways 
services, adult learning, and economic growth and grant aid. 
Younger to middle-age (15-24, 25-34, 35-44) respondents were 
more likely to want to see reductions in social care services for 
older people, both in community and residential settings. 
Understandably, older respondents (65-74, 75-84) were strongly 
against this proposal. In addition, older respondents (65-74, 75-
84) were more likely to be against cuts generally. 

• BME respondents were significantly more likely to want to see 
cuts in 21 services. Many of these included services with bigger 
budgets, such as adults and children’s social care, learning 
disabilities, physical disabilities, waste disposal, and roads/paths 
maintenance. Services in which White and BME respondents were 
likely to be similar in their position related to highways services, 
such as grass cutting, gritting, safety maintenance, and street 
lighting. These groups also had a similar position over SEND 
services. 

• Parents/carers of children or carers of adults were significantly 
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more likely to want to see cuts in several services, particularly 
waste management, and highways services. These two groups 
also showed some variation in the areas they wanted to see 
service reductions. Parents/carers of children were more likely to 
want reductions in adult social care, public transport, adult 
learning, and regulatory and planning services. In contrast, carers 
of adults were more likely to select services relating to children 
and families, such as children’s social care, family support, and 
libraries, culture and parks. 

• Respondents of no religion or of non-Christian religions were 
more likely to be in favour of reducing numerous services. Both 
groups felt reductions could be made in social care for older 
people, and in highways provisions such as gritting, road/paths 
maintenance, and safety maintenance. The former group felt cuts 
could also be made to grass cutting and street lighting, public and 
school transport services, and adult learning. The latter group 
suggested reductions to children’s social care, and learning 
disabilities in community and residential settings. 

• Council employees were more likely to be in favour of reducing 21 
of the listed services. While this group felt cuts could be made in a 
number of services for vulnerable groups, such as older adults 
and learning disabilities, they held a similar position as non-
employees with regards to SEND, and children and family support 
services. 

• LGB* respondents were more likely to favour service reductions 
across the board, including SEND, older people’s social care in the 
community, children’s social care, learning disabilities in 
residential settings, physical disabilities, family support, public and 

school transport, waste disposal, grass cutting, gritting, 
road/paths maintenance, adult learning, and trading standards. 

• Respondents living in rural areas, particularly in villages, and 
hamlets and isolated dwellings were more likely to feel that some 
highways services, such as grass cutting, safety maintenance and 
street lighting, could be reduced.  

 
Tables 1 and 2 show the responses (reduce ‘to some extent/a great 
deal’ and ’not at all’) by demographic group, and highlight those 
results that are statistically different to the average. 
 
Top five services identified for reductions 
 
1. Smoking/weight/physical activity services were ranked overall as 

the service respondents would most likely want to see reduced 
‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’. The demographic groups that 
were significantly more likely than others to want to see cuts in 
this area were: males or those who prefer to self-describe their 
gender identity, middle-aged respondents (45-54 or 55-64), 
council employees, and respondents living in rural areas of the 
county, specifically villages (Table 1). In contrast, the older 
respondents (75-84) were more likely to feel such services should 
not be cut (Table 2).  

2. Men and carers of adults were significantly more likely than other 
demographic groups to feel that drug/alcohol/sexual infection 
services should be cut ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’. Those 
groups who instead were more likely to feel that this budget 
should not be cut included females, younger respondents (25-34), 
have no religion, or live in Charnwood. 

*As derived from Q16 
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3. Demographic groups significantly more likely than others to feel 
that grass cutting should be cut included younger to middle-aged 
groups (25-34, 35-44, 45-54), parents of children, carers of adults, 
those of no religion, council employees, and those living in North 
West Leicestershire and rural areas (specifically hamlets and 
isolated dwellings). Those who are significantly more likely to feel 
this budget should not be cut included males, older respondents 
(65-74), and Christians. 

4. Reductions to travel to schools services were significantly more 
likely to be supported by later middle-aged respondents (45-54, 
55-64), BME respondents, those of no religion, council 
employees, LGB, and those living in local authorities bordering 
Leicestershire. In contrast, those significantly more likely to feel 
that this service should not be cut included older adults (75-84), 
parents of children, and those living in Harborough. 

5. Economic growth & grant aid ranks fifth overall. The demographic 
groups significantly more likely than others to want to see cuts in 
this service included males and those who prefer to self-describe 
their gender identity, middle-aged respondents (34-44, 45-54, 55-
64), BME respondents, and those living in the least deprived 
areas, and in villages. In comparison, those demographic groups 
that were more likely to feel that this service should not be cut 
were younger adults (25-34), and those of no religion. 
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Table 1 - Service reductions - Statistical matrix - % who said reduce ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ - by demographic 

In all the statistical matrices in this report, the term ‘significantly more/less likely’ should be interpreted as ‘significantly more/less likely than the average 
response amongst all respondents’. Statistical significance has been calculated using the chi-square test. 
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Table 2 - Service reductions - Statistical matrix - % who said reduce ‘not at all’ - by demographic 
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Ways of working  
 
Respondents were also asked for their views on ways of working 
(Q2). Chart 3 shows the results ordered by the extent of agreement.  
 
Headline analysis 
 
For each of the seven approaches listed, the majority of 
respondents were supportive. The approaches which received the 
highest amount of support were working more with partners to 
design integrated services (90% agreed), and working more 
sustainably by utilising renewable energy, reducing carbon and 
helping protect the environment (86%). Over four-fifths of 
respondents agreed with finding further efficiencies in processes, 
procedures and management (85%), and a similar proportion (81%) 
with reorganising local government to make substantial overall 
savings in overheads (56% of all respondents said they ‘strongly 
agreed’ with this proposal). Over three-quarters (78%) agreed with 
the proposal to work more with partners to support the local 
economy and jobs. 
 
Although most respondents (74%) felt specific services could be 
handed over to residents, community groups and voluntary 
organisations, a notable minority (15%) disagreed with this proposal 
(compared to 18% in 2013, see appendix 5). 
 
Contracting with the private or voluntary sector was the option that 
received the largest amount of disagreement (21%), although more 
than half of respondents (63%) still agreed with this approach . 

Demographic analysis 
 
The following analysis highlights those demographic groups which 
were significantly more likely to agree or disagree with the different 
ways of working (see Tables 3 and 4). 
 
Demographic groups agreeing or disagreeing with proposals 
 
• Female respondents were more likely to agree to four of the 

approaches, including the two approaches involving increased 
working with partner organisations and reorganising local 
government. In contrast, males were more likely to agree to only 
one of the approaches; finding further efficiencies in processes, 
procedures and management. 

• Council employees were more likely to agree with working more 
sustainably, reducing carbon and protecting the environment, but 
less likely to agree to reorganising local government or 
contracting the private or voluntary sector to deliver services. 

• Respondents in urban areas were more likely to disagree to 
reorganising local government, or to handing over the running of 
specific services to residents, community and voluntary groups. 

Ways of working 
 
• Females, and respondents living in Blaby were more likely to 

agree with working more with partners to design integrated 
services, whereas those who prefer to self-describe their gender 
identity were more likely to disagree. 



Leicestershire’s priorities  - consultation results 

                                                                                                             25                                                                             November 2019                                           

Chart 3 - Ways of working - ordered by ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ 

 
Execu

ti
ve Su

m
m

ary 

 
In

tro
d

u
cti

o
n

 

 

M
ain

 su
rve

y 

 
Fo

cu
s gro

u
p

s 

 
Stakeh

o
ld

ers 



Leicestershire’s priorities - consultation results 

November 2019                                                                                             26 

• Females, elderly respondents (85 and over), council employees, 
and respondents living in the least deprived areas were more 
likely to agree with working more sustainably by utilising 
renewable energy, reducing carbon and helping protect the 
environment, whereas males, those who prefer to self-describe 
their gender identity, younger respondents (15-24), respondents 
of non-Christian religions, and LGB respondents were more likely 
to disagree. 

• Males, and those living in the least deprived areas or in rural 
areas, specifically towns and villages, were more likely to agree 
with finding further efficiencies in processes, procedures and 

management, whereas those who prefer to self-describe their 
gender identity, older middle-aged respondents (55-64), disabled 
respondents, LGB respondents, and those living in more deprived 
areas were more likely to disagree. 

• Females, Christian respondents, and respondents living in North 
West Leicestershire or in rural areas were more likely to agree to 
reorganising local government to make substantial overall 
savings, whereas males and those who prefer to self-describe 
their gender identity, LGB respondents, and those living in Oadby 
and Wigston or urban areas were more likely to disagree. 

Table 3 - Ways of working - Statistical matrix - % who said ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ - by demographic 
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Table 4 - Ways of working - Statistical matrix - % who said ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ - by demographic 
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• Females, Christian respondents, and heterosexual/straight 
respondents were more likely to agree with working more with 
partners to support the local economy and jobs, whereas males 
and those who prefer to self-describe their gender identity, older 
middle-aged respondents (55-64), parents of children, BME 
respondents, respondents of non-Christian religions or of no 
religion, LGB respondents, and those living in authorities 
bordering Leicestershire were more likely to disagree. 

• Heterosexual/straight respondents were more likely to agree with 
handing over the running of specific services to residents, 
community groups and voluntary organisations, whereas males 

and those who prefer to self-describe their gender identity, those 
of no religion, LGB respondents, and those living in Charnwood or 
urban areas were more likely to disagree. 

• Older age groups (75-84, 85 and over), Christians, 
heterosexual/straight respondents, and those living in rural areas 
were more likely to agree with contracting with the private or 
voluntary sector to deliver services, whereas males, younger 
adults (25-34, 35-44), parents of children, BME respondents, 
those of non-Christian religions or of no religion, council 
employees, LGB respondents, and those living in more deprived 
areas were more likely to disagree with the proposal. 
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Council tax 
 
The survey informed respondents that council tax is the county 
council’s main source of income and that in recent years council tax 
increases have been higher than ordinarily required to compensate 
for government cuts.  
 
Respondents were given seven options to the following question: 
 
‘People have different views about council tax levels. Which of these 
statements comes closest to your own view?’  
 
Council tax should be... 
 

• ...increased significantly above the rate of inflation to improve 
services (4% - an extra £48 next year) 

• ...increased slightly above the rate of inflation to maintain 
services (3% - an extra £36 next year) 

• ...increased in line with inflation even if it means some service 
cuts (2% - an extra £24 next year) 

• ...increased below inflation even if it means significant cuts to 
some services (1% - an extra £12 next year) 

• ...frozen even if it means significant cuts to many services (0% - 
£0) 

• ...reduced even if it means severe cuts to many services 

• Don't know (excluded from the analysis) 
 

 
Headline Analysis 
 
The vast majority of respondents preferred an increase in line with 
inflation or above (81%). As can be seen from Chart 4, the most 
frequently selected responses were 2% (increase in line with 
inflation) and 3% (increase slightly above the rate of inflation), with 
31% of respondents selecting each of these options.  
 
When options are aggregated together (see Chart 5), 50% of 
respondents indicate that they would be prepared for council tax to 
increase above the rate of inflation (3-4% increase).  This is notably 
higher than the 19% in 2013 (see appendix 5). 
 

Chart 4 - Council tax change ‘should be…’ 
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Table 5 - Council tax change - Statistical matrix - by demographic 
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Demographic analysis 
 
Parents/carers of children, non-disabled respondents, White 
respondents, those of no religion, employees of the council and 
those living in the least deprived areas of the county, or town and 
fringe areas, were more likely to be in favour of an increase in 
council tax above inflation (3-4%). 
 
In contrast, disabled respondents, BME respondents, those of non-
Christian religions, and those in the more deprived areas of the 
county were more likely to suggest an increase below inflation, a 
freeze, or even a reduction in council tax. Females, older age groups 
(75-84), disabled respondents, Christians, heterosexual/straight 
respondents, and those living in Melton were more in favour of an 
increase in line with inflation (2%). 

Chart 5 - Council tax change ‘should be…’ (summary) 
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Income-generating opportunities 

 
The county council also has other opportunities to raise income for 
services, for example, by charging for services, investing in land and 
property and lobbying for more central government money. 
 
Headline analysis 
 
For four of the five listed approaches to generating income for the 
council, over six in ten respondents were supportive. Campaigning 
for fairer funding from central government was the approach that 
received the most agreement, with 91% of respondents agreeing 
(68% ‘strongly agreeing’). Over four-fifths of respondents (83%) 
agreed with the approach of attracting businesses and investment 
to increase local business rates income. Trade-based approaches, 
including exploring commercial opportunities (81%) and investment 
in land, property and other assets (62%) also received a high degree 
of agreement. 
 
However, the majority of respondents (54%) disagreed with the 
proposal of more charging for services (e.g. for social care services, 
on-street parking, additional waste disposal services, admission to 
country parks and museums). However, comments suggested that 
whilst there was opposition to increased charging for social care 
services, increased charging for other services would be acceptable 
to some respondents.  
 
 
 

Demographic analysis 
 
The following analysis highlights those demographic groups which 
were significantly more likely to agree or disagree with the 
approaches listed (see Tables 6 and 7). 
 
Demographic groups agreeing or disagreeing with income 
opportunities 
 
• Male respondents were more likely to agree with attracting 

businesses and investment, more charging for services, and 
more investment in land, property and other assets. 

• Middle-aged respondents (35-44, 45-54) were more likely to 
agree with exploring commercial opportunities, and the latter 
group with more charging for services. Older respondents (65-
74, 75-84) were more likely to disagree with the commercial 
approach, and more likely to agree with campaigning for fairer 
funding, whereas younger respondents (25-34) were more 
likely to disagree with this. 

• Non-disabled respondents were more likely to agree with 
attracting businesses and investment and exploring 
commercial opportunities, whereas disabled respondents 
were more likely to disagree with attracting businesses and 
investment and also the approach of more investment in land, 
property and other assets. 

• Council employees were more likely to agree with all five of 
the approaches. 
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Chart 6 - Income generating opportunities - ordered by ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ 
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• LGB respondents were more likely to disagree with the three 
most popular approaches, but were more likely to agree with 
more charging for services. 

• Those living in urban areas were more likely to agree with 
attracting businesses and investment and campaigning for 
fairer funding, whereas rural respondents were more likely to 
disagree with attracting businesses and investment. 

 
Income-generating opportunities - demographic differences 
 
• Males, older respondents (75-84), non-disabled respondents, 

council employees, heterosexual/straight respondents, and 
those living in urban areas or moderately deprived areas 
(quintile 3) were more likely to agree with attracting 
businesses and investment into the area to increase local 
business rates income. In contrast, those who prefer to self-
describe their gender identity, disabled respondents, non-
council employees, LGB respondents, those living in 
Harborough, or rural areas (specifically town and fringe and 
villages), or less deprived areas, were more likely to disagree 
with this option. 

• Older respondents (65-74, 75-84), council employees, and 
those living in urban areas or the least deprived areas (quintile 
5) were more likely to agree with campaigning for fairer 
funding levels from central government. In contrast, younger 
adults (25-34), LGB respondents, and those living in less 
deprived areas (quintile 4) were more likely to disagree with 
this option. 

• Middle-aged respondents (35-44, 45-54), parents of children, 
non-disabled respondents, and council employees were more 
likely to agree with exploring commercial opportunities to 
generate income for services. In contrast, those who prefer to 
self-describe their gender identity, older adults (65-74), BME 
respondents, those of non-Christian religions, LGB 
respondents, and those living in more deprived areas (quintile 
2) were more likely to disagree with this option. 

• Males, middle–aged respondent (45-54), council employees, 
LGB respondents, and those that live in authorities bordering 
Leicestershire were more likely to agree with more charging 
for services. In contrast, females, non-council employees, and 
heterosexual/straight respondents were more likely to 
disagree with this option. 

• Males, and council employees were more likely to agree with 
more investment in land, property and other assets as a 
source of income for services. In contrast, older middle-aged 
respondents (55-64), disabled respondents, non-council 
employees, and those living in North West Leicestershire or 
rural village areas were more likely to disagree with this 
option. 
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Table 6 - Income-generating opportunities - Statistical matrix - % who said ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ - by demographic 

Table 7 - Income-generating opportunities - Statistical matrix - % who said ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ - by demographic 
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Service improvement 
 
Respondents were asked which service areas they felt should be 
improved in the event of the council's financial prospects being 
alleviated through a significant efficiency initiative or increased 
income. 
 
Headline analysis 
 
The majority of respondents felt the council should improve the 12 
service areas listed, to at least some degree (either ‘a great deal, ‘to 
some extent’, or ‘not very much’), if the opportunity arose. 
 
For nine of the 12 service areas listed, over half of respondents said 
they would like to see improvements ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great 
deal’. 
 
The top three services for improvements were: 

• Highways - 64% ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
• Environment and carbon reduction - 68% ‘to some extent’ or 

‘a great deal’ 
• Infrastructure to support the economy and population - 65% 

‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ 
 
Respondents were less likely to want to see improvements to: 

• Healthy living - 36% said improve ‘not at all’ 
• Public and school transport (excluding SEND) - 33% ‘not at all’ 
• Libraries, culture, leisure and adult learning - 30% ‘not at all’ 

 

Demographic analysis 
 
The following analysis highlights those demographic groups which 
were significantly more or less likely to want to see improvements 
(see Tables 8 and 9). 
 
Demographic groups wanting improvements in service areas 
 
• Females were more likely to say they would like to see 

improvements ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ in eight of the 
12 service areas. In contrast, males and respondents who 
prefer to self-describe their gender identity were more likely 
to say improve ‘not at all’ in nine service areas. 

• Younger adults (15-24) were more likely to say improve ‘not at 
all’ for highways and social care for adult services, and middle-
aged respondents (45-54, 55-64) had the same sentiment for 
six and five services respectively (see Table 9). In contrast, 
older respondents (65-74, 75-84) were more likely to say they 
would like to see improvements in healthy living, highways, 
and provision of affordable and quality homes. 

• Parents of children were more likely to want to see 
improvements in social care for children and support to 
families and SEND, but more likely to say ‘not at all’ for 
healthy living, highways, provision of affordable and quality 
homes, and waste management. Carers of adults were more 
likely to want to see improvements in social care for adults, 
but were more likely to say ‘not at all’ for infrastructure to 
support the economy and population growth, and libraries, 
culture, leisure and adult learning. 
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Chart 7 - Service improvement - ordered by improve ’a great deal’, ’to some extent’, and ’not very much’  
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Over 50% 
said 
services 
should 
be 
improved 
‘a great 
deal’ or 
‘to some 
extent’ 
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• Disabled respondents were more likely to say improve ‘to 
some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ highways, provision of 
affordable and quality homes, and social care for adults, but 
were more likely to say ‘not at all’ for social care for children 
and support to young families. 

• Christians and respondents of non-Christian religions were 
more likely to want to see improvements in healthy living 
services and public school transport. Non-religious 
respondents were more likely to want to see improvements in 
the area of environment and carbon reduction. Respondents 
of no religion were more likely to say ‘not at all’ in ten of the 
12 services. 

• Council employees were more likely to want to see 
improvements in social care for children and adult services, 
and SEND, but ‘not at all’ for highways. 

• LGB respondents were more likely to say improve ‘not at all’ in 
highways, social care for children and support to families, and 
SEND. 

• Respondents residing in Charnwood were more likely to want 
to see improvements in libraries, culture, leisure, adult 
learning services and provision of affordable and quality 
homes. Those in Oadby & Wigston were more likely to want to 
see improvements in healthy living services and public and 
school transport. Blaby respondents were more likely to say 
‘not at all’ for three services, and respondents in Harborough 
and Hinckley & Bosworth for two services (see Table 9). 

• Respondents in the most deprived areas (quintiles 1 and 2) 

were more likely to want to see improvements in 
infrastructure to support the economy and population growth, 
healthy living services and libraries, culture, leisure and adult 
learning.  

• Respondents in urban areas were more likely to want to see 
improvements in infrastructure to support the economy and 
population growth, and provision of affordable and quality 
homes. 

 
Top 5 areas for service improvement - demographic differences 
 
• Older adults (55-64, 65-74, 75-84), non-parents of children, 

disabled respondents, Christians, non-council employees, and 
those in moderately deprived areas were more likely to want 
to see improvements in highways services. In contrast, 
younger to middle-aged respondents (15-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-
54), parents of children, respondents of no religion, council 
employees, and LGB respondents were more likely to say 
improve ‘not at all’. 

• Females, and younger adults (25-34) were more likely to want 
to see improvements in environment and carbon reduction. In 
contrast, males and respondents who preferred to self-
describe their gender identity were more likely to say improve 
‘not at all’. 

• Non-carers of adults, BME respondents, respondents of non-
Christian religions, and those living in urban or the most 
deprived areas (quintile 1) were more likely to want to see 
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improvements in infrastructure to support the economy and 
population growth. In contrast, carers of adults, and those 
living in Blaby or rural areas (specifically villages), were more 
likely to say improve ‘not at all’. 

• Females, carers of adults, disabled respondents, and council 
employees were more likely to want to see improvements in 
social care for adults. In contrast, males and respondents who 
preferred to self-describe their gender identity, younger 
adults (15-24), older middle-aged (55-64) respondents, 
respondents of no religion, and those living in rural villages 
were more likely to say improve ‘not at all’. 

• Females, younger middle-aged (35-44) respondents, parents 
of children, council employees, and those living in less 
deprived areas (quintile 4) were more likely to want to see 
improvements in social care for children and support to 
families. In contrast, males and respondents who preferred to 
self-describe their gender identity, middle-aged (45-54) 
respondents, disabled respondents, respondents of no 
religion, LGB respondents, and those living in rural villages 
were more likely to say improve ‘not at all’. 
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Table 8 - Service improvement - Statistical matrix - % who said improve ‘to some extent’ or ‘a great deal’ - by demographic 
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Table 9 - Service improvement - Statistical matrix - % who said improve ‘not at all’ - by demographic 
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Analysis of comments 
 
As well as the ‘tick box’ questions the survey also contained an open 
box for respondents to record any other comments. 
 
Headline analysis 
 
In total, 45% of respondents took up the opportunity to leave a 
comment, and 1,970 comments were received. However, often a 
respondent’s comment contained more than one opinion or ‘point 
of view’ on a range of subjects. Therefore, a total of exactly 4,028 
points of view were made. Responses were read and each separate 
point of view coded. 
 
A total of 111 ‘codes’ were created to cover the range of opinions.  
The full list of codes can be found in Appendix 4. 
 
These have been further grouped into one of nine thematic 
categories, which describe what is being ‘asked’ of the council by 
respondents (Chart 8). 
 
The top 30 codes, as shown in Chart 9, account for 62% of all points 
of view. Just under a third (32%) of all points made relate to one of 
the following 10 points:  

1. Protecting services for vulnerable groups, such as those for 
older people, children, the disabled, those with SEND or 
mental health difficulties 

2. Consider lobbying central government for greater/fairer 
funding 

3. Improve the options for waste management/ recycling 

4. Reduce the number of managers, and their salaries 

5. Reduce the number of councillors, their expenses and 
allowances 

6. Improve road maintenance/ safety 

7. Stop bureaucracy, inefficiency, waste and duplication 

8. Get people to take individual responsibility 

9. Join up services/thinking with other departments, districts or 
city councils  

10. Have one single council for the area 

Chart 8 - Open comments - Thematic categories 



Leicestershire’s priorities  - consultation results 

                                                                                                             41                                                                             November 2019                                           

Chart 9 - Open comments - Top 30 themes 
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Further analysis 
 
The top 10 codes, which account for 32% of all points made, are 
explored in more detail below.  
 
1. Protect services for vulnerable people (inc. children) 
(216 – 5% of all points made) 
 
Respondents most often said services for vulnerable groups, such as 
those for older people, children, the disabled, and those with SEND 
or mental health difficulties should be protected from cuts, if not 
improved. This was the sixth most common code in the 2013 budget 
consultation. 
 
Some respondents made this point from a moral duty standpoint, 
suggesting service users themselves might not be able to advocate 
the importance of these provisions themselves. Respondents 
described these groups of service users as being high priority and 
simply require such council services in order to better manage their 
personal situation.  
 
Some respondents cited these services had already been cut in 
recent years and their service users were already struggling as a 
result.  
 
Others felt cutting such services would be ‘short-termism’ and not 
cost-effective in the long run, as these provisions support service 
users to become more independent and less reliant on other public 
services later in life. By cutting these support services now, 
respondents felt greater financial costs would be incurred later on in 
life.  

Some respondents felt strongly that these services should also 
remain delivered by the authority directly, rather than contracted 
out to private companies. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“We have to protect those most vulnerable and unable to 
protect themselves.” 
 
“By reducing the funding for community living for older people 
and people with disabilities, the long term cost of healthcare for 
these demographics will substantially outweigh the cost of 
maintaining their independence. And remember; SEND children 
turn into adults with social and physical disabilities. If you 
reduce the amount they are able to engage at school, they will 
be less able to be safely independent as adults.” 
 
“Stop taking provision from SEND, young people, the elderly, 
those with mental ill health etc. just because they’re the least 
likely to feel empowered enough to speak out and protest.” 
 

 
2. Lobby central government for fairer funding 
(161 – 4% of all points made) 
 
In recent years Leicestershire County Council and other local 
authorities have campaigned for a revision of the formula used by 
central government to fund local authorities, by primarily refocusing 
the formula to base funding on service need. Some respondents felt 
the council ought to maintain the campaign by lobbying central 
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government for greater or fairer distribution of funding, and 
suggested the council could make greater effort in generating public 
interest in the discussion. Some of these respondents described 
their frustration at how more deprived areas, such as Coalville, had 
been neglected due to low county funding overall. 
 
Others argued a similar point in protest about government 
austerity, suggesting cuts over recent years had taken its toll in the 
short-term, via service reduction and increased council tax for 
residents, and will result in greater harm in the long-term. Some felt 
the council should pursue central government’s recent comments 
about austerity coming to an end. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“Keep campaigning for a fairer distribution of Government 
funding for Leicestershire (and other county areas).” 
 
“It's disgraceful that the Government is placing local 
authorities in the position of forcing them to cut services. 
Fairer funding needs to be applied, am aware that 
Leicestershire loses out in this regard. Residents need to get 
involved in any campaigning to achieve this.” 
 
“Lobby Parliament to reverse the cuts to councils, as this was 
the Government’s idea to make the general population believe 
that they are doing a great job saving money, whilst being 
able to blame councils for local service cuts.” 
 
“You should be lobbying central government to produce a 
fairer funding formula; to end austerity as the PM stated at 
party conference but has not enacted.” 

3. Waste management/ recycling - better and more options 
(138 – 3% of all points made) 
 
Several respondents made a number of suggestions about how 
waste management and recycling facilities could be improved upon, 
or made more cost efficient. 
 
Some respondents felt waste disposal and recycling facilities should 
be more widely available, whilst others felt proximate facilities 
should be combined to reduce costs. Some felt that the council 
should invest in technologies that would expand the range of 
materials that could be recycled (e.g. polystyrene, food waste) or 
upcycling, as this would reduce landfill and create opportunities for 
the council to generate income commercially. Several respondents 
felt the council could look to case studies of other authorities, 
organisations or countries for best practice in recycling. 
 
Several respondents felt previous cost-cutting measures undertaken 
by the council may have actually incurred other costs later down the 
line, and felt similar measures should be avoided in the future. For 
example some felt various waste disposal costs, such as those on 
commercial vehicles or costs associated with specific items such as 
paint, should be removed as they felt these measures had resulted 
in increased fly-tipping. Others felt the fortnightly collection had 
resulted in poorer waste management practices by residents, such 
as fly-tipping or using the recycling bin as a regular waste bin 
thereby reducing the rate of recycling. 
 
Other respondents felt investment ought to be considered in waste 
management education, aimed at reducing littering and promoting 
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recycling. Some felt recycling could be encouraged by introducing 
charges specifically for waste disposal, or for residents who do not 
recycle. Other respondents felt volunteer-based litter-picking 
schemes could be implemented. 
 
There was notable confusion amongst respondents about respective 
county and district responsibilities in this area. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“Number of tip locations could be reduced - people can travel 
a few extra miles to save a few million (pounds).” 
 
“Better recycling needs to happen and the council need to 
explore ways to convert this waste into money.” 
 
“Costs to dispose of things (e.g. paint etc) should be removed 
to encourage people to use the service rather than run to the 
extra expense of clearing fly tipping.” 
 
“Better local education on recycling and reducing waste is 
needed.” 
 

4. Reduce number/salary of managers 
(127 – 3% of all points made) 
 
Several respondents queried whether significant savings could be 
found in reducing the expenditure of managerial staff at the council. 
Whilst some simply stated the numbers of these staff could be 
reduced, others queried whether such roles were deserving of their 

level of pay and some suggested a pay cap. Some respondents felt 
the savings made from the higher levels of the staff hierarchy could 
be redirected to workers “on the ground”. Some respondents felt 
managerial structures could be made more efficient.  
 
Representative comment: 
 

“Try and reduce the structures where there are too many 
directors/managers and invest in true workers/ground level.” 
 

 
5. Reduce number/salary/expenses of councillors/Chief Executive 
(118 – 3% of all points made) 
 
Some respondents felt that the number of councillors is far too 
many, and suggested numbers could be reduced. This featured as 
the top theme in the 2013 budget consultation. 
 
Several respondents felt the allowances and expenses claimed by 
councillors could be reduced, and others suggested that the 
councillor post should be a non-paying role and only minimal 
expenses paid.   
 
Comments were also made about the salaries of chief officers. 
 
Representative comment: 
 

“Cut number of and allowances for councillors.” 
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6. Improve road maintenance/safety 
(111 – 3% of all points made) 
 
Some respondents raised numerous points in regard to road safety 
and highway management. Several voiced concerns about poor 
highway maintenance, citing occasions in which potholes had not 
been attended to quickly enough, or had been repaired poorly. 
Some respondents felt road maintenance and repair should be 
prioritised ahead of larger highway development projects. 
 
Some respondents felt road safety improvement could be achieved 
by focusing on greater or better cycling infrastructure. 
 
Others felt demand on certain roads could or should be averted by 
using alternative routes, as certain areas could be promoted for 
tourism, or because certain roads were not suitable or reliable for 
consistent use due to flood risks. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“Roads are covered in potholes or aren’t repaired correctly.” 
 
“The next biggest area for improvement is the roads; specifically 
the state of the road surface and the provision of a safe cycle path 
network.” 
 
“Mountsorrel road (to Sileby) floods too frequently. Sileby is 
expanding as a local village, so this main road to the A6 should be 
improved so that it shuts less frequently from flooding.” 
 
 

7. Stop bureaucracy/inefficiency/waste/duplication 
(110 – 3% of all points made) 
 
Bureaucracy and inefficiency was highlighted in several different 
ways. 
 
Some respondents queried how productivity is measured and used 
to review expenditure within the council.  
 
Several respondents felt particular operations within the council 
could be employee-lead, as they felt staff were an underused 
resource of understanding, and suggested changes to certain 
practices had resulted in a more inefficiency. 
 
Others felt previous projects undertaken by the council were simply 
a waste of resource. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“I also think much more needs to be done to look at employee 
productivity within LCC and how this can be increased.” 
 
“Money could be saved by listening to employees who have been 
through the same issues before.” 
 
“Don't keep wasting money on badly thought out schemes.” 
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8. Get people to take individual responsibility 
(97 – 2% of all points made) 
 
Several respondents felt certain services catered for needs that 
could be placed on the individual to resolve, rather than the council. 
Respondents often referred to public health and lifestyle change 
services, such as those related to smoking, obesity and fitness. 
Others felt individual residents could take responsibility for certain 
aspects of their local area. 
 
Representative comments: 
 

“There are a number of schemes that are trying to change 
behaviours in terms of health, smoking, lifestyles but I believe the 
few that take this on board does not warrant the funding. People 
will change if they want to and the internet is there to provide 
information.” 
 
“Encourage people to maintain their areas/house fronts/verges/
nearby street furniture.” 
 

9. Join up services/thinking with other depts/districts/City 
(97 – 2% of all points made) 
 
Some respondents suggested some services could be co-ordinated 
or co-delivered by better joined-up thinking between departments, 
or with the district and city councils. 
 
 
 

Representative comment: 
 

“Co-ordinating provision of all services with departments within 
and outside the council to prevent poor use of resources is key.” 
 

10. Have one single council for the area 
(92 – 2% of all points made) 
 
Several respondents felt efficiency and savings could be achieved via 
consolidation of the current two-tier system to a unitary 
organisation, suggesting the current arrangement leads to 
duplication and wastage. 
 
Representative comment: 
 

“Please press on with reorganisation of local government to move 
to unitary county size authority asap. A way to save significant 
sums with minimal impact and likely benefit to local public 
services.” 
 

 
As well as the top 10 comments detailed above, there was also 
some criticism of the consultation itself (92 comments). Comments 
were wide ranging and there was no particular theme. Some 
respondents didn’t think the council should be consulting and that 
councillors were elected to make these decision. Others felt they 
needed more information to make an informed decision or that the 
issues were too complicated to reduce down into a simple 
questionnaire-based exercise. Some doubted whether the 
responses would be listened to and that decisions had already been 
taken.  
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Chart 10 - Open comments - Top three themes per thematic category 
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The top three codes for each theme are shown in Chart 10. 
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Methodology 
 
Three focus groups/workshops were conducted with a total of 72 
residents of Leicestershire, these were recruited by an independent 
research company, by quota (for gender, age, ethnicity, social class, 
disability and/or long-term limiting illness, work status, and 
geography), to ensure that a broad demographic cross section of 
county residents attended. In addition, broad attitudinal 
representativeness was sought by asking simple questions about 
attitudes to the area and the council. None of the attendees had 
participated in any other discussion group or workshop related to 
public sector services in the last 12 months and they had not been 
conditioned by previous consultations or engagement with the 
council. None knew the detailed subject matter beforehand (this is 
because some might have discussed it with others or researched the 
subject in advance - and they would no longer have been ‘ordinary’ 
Leicestershire residents). They were not necessarily the same 
people as would normally contact their councillor, attend a public 
meeting or participate in the council’s consultations.  
 
The events were held over three separate evenings at locations 
across the county and were facilitated and reported on by an 
independent opinion research company. 
 
The discussions lasted three and three-quarter hours, and included 
a standardised plenary presentation given by council representative 

to explain the responsibilities of the council, and to provide 
information about the past, current and future challenges facing the 
council in terms of funding, budgeting and service provision.  
 
Briefing materials and hand outs were produced for the services 
being discussed - these materials summarised current budget levels, 
what is delivered for this level of spend (in broad terms), and what 
the implications of budget reductions might mean for service levels. 
 
Participants were divided into three groups (18-34 years, 35-54 
years and 55+ years) and made ‘county councillors for the evening’ 
to consider which services the council should prioritise, where there 
is scope for service reductions or savings, where there might be 
different ways of working at the council, and how the council might 
raise more money. 
 
Pre and post discussion questionnaires were issued to participants. 
These captured participants’ individual views on services, spending, 
council tax and the council itself, both before the briefing and 
discussions, and after they had been given a chance to consider the 
information/materials, debate their thoughts and hear the views 
from others. The findings from these questionnaires illustrate how 
participants’ views can change once they are better informed and 
have had the opportunity to discuss issues in more detail. 
 
This chapter has been drawn from the full report of the findings, 
which is available separately, and contains a wealth of detailed 

Chapter 3: Resident focus groups summary 
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insights from the sessions. The key findings have been summarised 
below. 

 
Introduction 
 
It is important to remember that the focus groups/workshops were 
not meant as a quantitative exercise to gain a ranked list of priority 
services (there are other means to do this, such as the use of 
surveys) but rather were designed to explore why residents think 
what they think, how they form those views and what factors 
influence those beliefs. 
 
The focus group sessions add significantly to our insight in the 
following areas: 

• Helping to explain responses to the council’s wider budget 
consultation process (including the survey findings presented 
in this report) 

• How and why residents change their minds - and where 
residents are most cautious  

• Attitudes to council tax, once informed of the wider issues 
• How services are delivered - ways of working 
• Communication issues - how people feel about the council and 

its services 

 
 
 
 
 

Main findings 
 
1. Participants’ views changed with more information 

2. Services targeted at vulnerable groups were generally not 
favoured for cuts 

3. Services identified strongly as having potential for spending 
reductions had smaller budgets 

4. Residents were open to different ways of working for the 
council 

5. Though not a focus of detailed discussion, there were many 
positive comments about local government unitarization 

6. Residents were open to council tax rises, both before and 
after the workshops, and felt they should be in line with or 
slightly above the rate of inflation 

7. Residents strongly encouraged the council to continue to 
lobby for fair funding 

8. Residents were positive about the opportunity to learn more 
about how the council works and to have their say. They 
recommended that such opportunities should be more 
frequent  
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1. Participants’ views change with more information 
 
Overall, participants were more likely to consider budget reductions 
after the contextual presentation and the facilitated discussions 
about council services.  
 
Pre- and post-workshop questionnaire responses were used to 
calculate the net score (the percentage of respondents in favour of 
increasing spending on a service, less the percentage willing to 
consider budget cuts).  A comparison between the pre-and post-
workshop net scores provides an indication of the extent to which 
participants changed their opinions on budgets for each service. 
 
Chart 11 indicates that, prior to the workshops, the balance of 
opinion among residents was that spending should be maintained or 
increased in all but one service.  After the workshops, this balance 
had shifted and, for 15 of the 26 services considered, more people 
were more accepting of budget reductions than increases; having 
received background information about the council’s financial 
challenges and having discussed the importance of balancing the 
budget.  
 
There is an indication that more residents were willing to consider 
budget cuts to some targeted services with larger budgets at the 
end of the workshops than beforehand. This is likely to be due to 
recognition that the budget savings target of £74m cannot be 
achieved without funding reductions within these services. It should 
be noted, however, that in many cases (e.g. services for adults with 
learning disabilities, children’s health services, support for children 
and young people in care etc.), the balance of opinion remained in 

favour of budget increases, despite these considerable shifts. 
 
 
2. Services targeted at vulnerable groups were generally not 
favoured for cuts 
 
Post-workshop questionnaire responses indicated eight services for 
which more participants favoured an increase in spending than 
those who suggested scope for cuts, and a further four services 
where opinions were roughly balanced. With one exception 
(maintaining roads and pavements), the services favoured overall 
for increased spending were targeted toward vulnerable groups in 
society.  
 
In total, there were 14 services which, post-discussion, residents felt 
had scope for spending cuts. In contrast to those services favoured 
for spending increases, the majority are universal services. 
However, as discussed below, it is not possible, even if severe cuts 
were to be made to those services, that these could make the 
required £74m of savings in these areas alone. 
 
 
3. Services identified strongly as having potential for spending cuts 
had smaller budgets 
 
During the workshops, residents recognised the challenge of making 
further budget cuts to services in the future, particularly to those 
viewed as being high priority and requiring maintained or increased 
spending. This is also reflected in the post-workshop questionnaire 
responses, in which the services identified by the highest proportion 
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Chart 11 - Focus groups - Budget increase/decrease per service - Pre/post discussion 

Budget decrease Budget increase 
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of residents as having potential for spending reductions were those 
with the smallest annual budgets. 
 
 
4. Residents were open to different ways of working for priority 
services 
 
Perhaps in response to the dilemma highlighted above, targeted 
services with larger budgets were commonly suggested as 
candidates for different ways of working that could achieve savings, 
without resulting in a reduction in service level or quality. For 
example, one group highlighted services for children with special 
educational needs and disabilities (SEND) and adults with learning 
disabilities as areas in which new ways of working could be 
considered.  
 
Overall, the most common suggestions for services that might be 
suitable for more partnership working with other councils and 
public services were: 

• Smoking prevention, weight management, physical activity 
and NHS health checks; 

• Services for children with special educational needs and 
disabilities (SEND) 

• Drug, alcohol addiction and sexual infection treatment 
• Transport to schools 
• Early support to families and young people 
• Children's social care services and child protection 
• Trading standards 

 
While the specific suggestions for partnership working varied 

according to the service in question, common themes included: joint 
frontline service provision with neighbouring local authorities, as 
well as sharing examples of good practice and combining or trading 
“back office” functions (IT and HR for example) with other local 
authorities. 
 
Several specific services were highlighted as having potential for 
more community involvement, either from charities and organised 
groups, or by individual residents taking part. These included: 
libraries; grass cutting; museums; country parks; and winter road 
gritting. 
 
Alongside the universal services listed above, it was also suggested 
by some that services to support older people to live independently 
could be supported by more community involvement and 
volunteering, as well as providing support to carers. 
 
Suggestions for other targeted services which might benefit from 
the involvement of volunteers included: Transport to schools; 
services for adults with mental health problems; services for adults 
with learning disabilities; and early intervention for families and 
young people. 
 
As well as suggesting that volunteers could help provide services, 
some residents felt that service users might also benefit from 
volunteering. Adults with mental health problems and learning 
disabilities, among others, were mentioned in this context, but it 
should be noted that this opinion was not universally shared, and 
some attendees were strongly opposed to the suggestion. It was 
also felt that relying heavily on volunteers for high priority services 
might be risky. 
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Many residents spoke in favour of encouraging more individual 
responsibility, particularly in areas related to health prevention such 
as weight loss and smoking cessation. Similar sentiments were 
expressed by some with regard to targeted services, ranging from 
drug and alcohol treatment, to early support for families, and 
parents of children with special educational needs. As with 
volunteering above, however, there was significant disagreement on 
some of these potentially controversial suggestions. 
 
Some residents felt that government health services should step in 
to fill funding gaps. It should be noted, for some of the services 
identified (NHS health checks for example), responsibility has been 
transferred to local authorities. This is likely to continue to be the 
case, but residents were typically unaware of this until informed. 
 
When asked about ways in which funding for services could be 
raised, charging (or charging more) for museums, transport to 
schools, country parks, libraries, adult learning courses and support, 
and bus passes for older people were suggested by participants.  
 
Residents were asked to consider other ways to reduce spending or 
raise income; the following were suggested in the exit 
questionnaires and workshop discussions:  

• Investments in property and land for the purposes of income 
generation 

• Making better use of existing council assets 
• Focusing on green energy and other environmental initiatives 
• Selling services such as maintenance, legal services, IT and HR 
• Making better use of technology and identifying further 

efficiencies.  
 
 

5. Residents were open to council tax rises, both before and after 
the workshops, and felt they should be in line with or slightly 
above the rate of inflation  
 
Council tax rises were generally considered a somewhat inevitable 
‘necessary evil’, given the scale of the cuts that would otherwise be 
needed to achieve a balanced budget. Chart 12 shows that the 
majority (77%) favoured increases in line with inflation or above and 
there was little difference in views before and after the discussions. 
It was said, however, that increased public knowledge and 
understanding about how council tax is spent and the financial 
pressures faced by the council, could help to address any concerns 
around increases.  
 

 
6. There were many positive comments from residents about 
possible unitarisation  
 
As part of the briefing given to the residents prior to their 
deliberations, it was highlighted that a business case for a single 
unitary authority for Leicestershire was being developed and the 
preliminary assessment was that this could save £30m per year. 
While this was not a focus for detailed discussion, there were many 

Chart 12 - Focus groups - Council tax increase/decrease 
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positive comments from participants that a unitary authority, 
supported by stronger parish and town councils, was desirable; it 
was felt that it would offer a substantial, significant saving and 
reduce confusion around which authority provides which services. 
 
 
7. Residents strongly encouraged the council to continue to lobby 
for fair funding 
 
When presented with information about the level of funding that 
the council receives from the Government, particularly in 
comparison to other local authorities in England, and the budget 
cuts already made in preceding years, residents expressed 
significant concern. Furthermore, there was general agreement that 
receiving fair funding is vital and that the council should continue its 
lobbying efforts in this area.  
 
 
8. Residents were positive about the opportunity to learn more 
about how the council works and to have their say 
 
The majority of participants reported that they felt much better 
informed about the way the council works, following the 
workshops, and in keeping with other comments about the benefit 
of more public awareness, residents’ views on the performance of 
the council improved overall as a result of attending the workshops 
– primarily due to their increased understanding of the financial 
challenges facing it. At the end of the evening, a substantial majority 
of attendees agreed that the council provides value for money and 
that they are satisfied with the way that the council runs the area 
(Chart 13). 

Finally, at the very end of the evening residents were asked for their 
opinions on the workshops themselves. Feedback was 
overwhelmingly positive, with many comments suggesting that 
people had welcomed the opportunity to engage with the council 
and to give their views on the issues under consideration.    
 

“I personally found today actually quite enjoyable. I honestly 
didn’t feel I would get much from today however I have found 
that I have. Very well-run by professional staff. Opened my 
eyes to what the council have to provide in the community. A 
very well-run event” 
 
“I found it very useful and certainly made me realise where my 
money goes and now would be more willing to contribute 
more. Also offer any voluntary work that I can to help reduce 
costs” 
 
“Very useful. This will take a while to digest, but I expect it will 
change my thinking on “cuts” moving forward” 
 
 
 
 

Chart 13 - Focus groups - Satisfaction with way the council runs area 
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“I found it much more enjoyable than I initially thought it 
would be. I hope some of our suggestions are listened to and 
acted upon to help county thrive” 
 
“Fantastic, educational and a nice chance to find out more 
information which should be more available” 
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A survey for stakeholder feedback was launched online and was 
promoted to stakeholders across the county. The survey was 
focused around a series of open-ended ‘challenge’ questions: 

• What currently works well, and why? 

• What doesn’t work so well, and why? 

• How could the Council work differently to save money and 
improve outcomes? 

• How can we reduce demand for services? 

• How should he council invest its capital money to support 
Leicestershire’s economy and plan for population growth? 

• In what areas do you think the council could operate 
commercially as a source of income? 

 

The stakeholder survey also contained the same closed questions as 
the residents survey - these questions were optional for 
stakeholders. The responses to these questions were combined with 
the main consultation survey and reported in the previous chapter. 
 
As well as the responses from the stakeholder survey, one 
organisation fed back separately. These views have been combined 
with the comments received from the survey and have been 
summarised in the analysis of comments that follows. 
 
 

Respondent profile 
 
The survey for stakeholders was completed by 15 organisations (one 
other response was received separately). Chart 14 shows the 
number of stakeholders by organisation type. As can be seen, the 
majority of respondents were stakeholders from parish or town 
councils, VCS infrastructure organisations, or were elected 
members.  
 

 

Chapter 4: Stakeholder survey and other responses 

Chart 14 - Stakeholder respondents 
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Analysis of comments 
    
What currently works well 
 
Numerous areas relating to environment and transport were cited 
as examples of services currently working well. Waste collection and 
recycling services were praised by numerous stakeholders, in 
addition to the traffic and signals team, environmental horticultural 
services, footpath maintenance, and the road network was 
considered “excellent value for money”. One stakeholder felt 
greater investment in cost-saving measures within highways 
services would “add greater public appreciation” to the financial 
situation. Other services complimented social care referral 
pathways as being clear and having improved recently.  
 
Some stakeholders pointed towards examples of multi-agency/joint 
working between the council and partners, such as voluntary 
organisations, district councils, and police. One respondent made 
reference to positive partnership working around community safety 
and safeguarding via effective information sharing. Two 
stakeholders made specific reference to their positive relationship 
with their councillor, and another praised the engagement 
processes the council use when proposing service changes. 
One respondent complimented how the strategic direction of the 
council had been made transparent and open for engagement, 
particularly around the Strategic Growth Plan (SGP), budget 
decisions, and public health priorities.  
 
 
 

What doesn’t work so well 
 
Several stakeholders voiced concern about communication with the 
council. Some felt the process of reporting issues, such as those 
relating to highways maintenance, to be slow and onerous. Others 
felt the council could make greater effort in engaging with 
stakeholder groups, particularly around devolving responsibility of 
service delivery to a local level. Some respondents felt 
improvements in this area, by building “effective relationships 
where there is understanding of the differing roles and 
responsibilities would be welcome and would enable opportunities 
for sharing and greater collaboration to be progressed”. 
 
Other stakeholders cited specific services, such as those relating to 
social care, children’s centres, mental health, libraries, schools, 
housing, bus services, grass cutting and waste management as being 
inadequate and underfunded. 
 
One stakeholder felt the council was moving too swiftly towards a 
self-serve system, whereas some of the public, such as the elderly, 
were not able to use IT  effectively. 
 
 
Working differently 
 
Improving efficiency was the main theme in which most stakeholder 
suggested the council could work differently to save money and 
improve outcomes, and this could be achieved in several ways. 
Some stakeholders suggested staffing ought to be streamlined and 
simplified where possible, and another stakeholder felt staff could 
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be offered incentives for work that contributed towards cost-
savings. One stakeholder made specific reference to adopting a 
greater approach to digital transformation by sharing and making 
better use of data held by the council and its partner organisations, 
in order to avoid duplication for the customer. 
 
Others felt specific operations could be more efficient, for example 
at a high level through “collaborative working across all tiers of local 
government” and increased engagement with the public and other 
interested parties, or at a service level by reorganising how local 
issues are tackled. One respondent felt the council and its partner 
organisations ought to develop “positive dialogue around systemic 
change” so that provision could be co-designed, resulting in less 
public dependence on public services. Alternatively, one 
stakeholder made specific reference to a possible unitary council, by 
merging the boroughs and district councils with the county council, 
and keeping the existing town/parish council arrangement.  
 
 
Reducing demand 
 
Two stakeholders felt it was not practical to reduce demand as a 
result of the cuts over the years, and instead felt revenue needed to 
increase to meet existing demand. 
 
Other respondents provided alternative solutions. Some felt public 
health-related preventative services ought to receive greater 
attention and investment, describing them as more cost-effective in 
the longer term. Others felt greater powers should be devolved to 
more local levels (i.e. district or parish councils) to “provide 

community development and social capacity”. Some stakeholders 
felt, similar to the previous question, that the council ought to 
communicate more effectively and openly with partner 
organisations and the public. 
 
 
Investing capital 
 
Stakeholders identified two main areas in which capital money 
could be invested to support Leicestershire’s economy and plan for 
population growth; transport infrastructure and housing. 
 
With regards to transport infrastructure, several stakeholders felt 
greater investment in road maintenance and repair, including high-
cost preventative measures, was needed. Others felt investment in 
rural transport infrastructure and public transport, such as bus 
services and reinstating the Ivanhoe railway line should be 
considered. 
 
Stakeholders also felt investment in housing should be considered a 
priority. Some simply felt housing stock needed to be increased, and 
others felt housing needed to become more affordable. One 
stakeholder felt the council should purchase potential house-
building land in the county and sell at a later date. 
 
 
Commercial opportunities 
 
Stakeholders often suggested business services could operate 
commercially as a source of income. For example, human resources 
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(HR), legal, and training services could be offered to other public 
and private organisations. One respondent felt the process by which 
potential customers could access such services needed to be made 
easier, whereas another stakeholder felt the council should not 
consider offering such business services as it is already a competitive 
market and that previous attempts at commercialisation by 
traditionally non-commercial organisations had been unsuccessful. 
Another respondent felt such services could instead be shared with 
other councils. 
 
Other suggestions included: cafes in parks, environmental services, 
maintaining frequent business contact with local communities, 
running public amenities, and running elderly persons’ housing 
schemes. 
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Appendix 1 - Main consultation survey 
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Appendix 2 - Respondent demographic profile 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Gender identity # % Inc NR % Ex NR % (16+) 

Male 1799 41.2 43.6 49.0 

Female 2292 52.4 55.5 51.0 

Prefer to self-describe 39 0.9 0.9 N/A 

No reply 241 5.5    

     

Gender identity same as at 
birth # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 4048 92.6 99.5 
N/A  

No 20 0.5 0.5 

No reply 303 6.9    

     

Age # % Inc NR % Ex NR % (15+) 

Under 15 0.3 0.1 0.1  

15-24 61 1.4 1.6 15.6 

25-34 289 6.6 7.7 13.0 

35-44 457 10.5 12.2 16.9 

45-54 569 13.0 15.2 17.6 

55-64 808 18.5 21.6 15.7 

65-74 963 22.0 25.8 11.4 

75-84 456 10.4 12.2 7.1 

85 and over 129 3.0 3.5 2.8 

No reply 636 14.6   

     

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Lower-tier authority # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Blaby 505 11.6 13.7 14.4 

Charnwood 898 20.5 24.3 25.5 

Harborough 462 10.6 12.5 13.1 

Hinckley & Bosworth 608 13.9 16.5  16.2 

Melton 270 6.2 7.3 7.7 

North West Leicestershire 554 12.7 15.0 14.4 

Oadby & Wigston 291 6.7 7.9 8.6 

Bordering authority 90 2.1 2.4  

Other authority 10 0.2 0.3  

No reply 683 15.6   

     

Rural Urban classification # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Hamlet and isolated dwellings 86 2.0 2.3 2.2 

Village 393 9.0 10.7 10.7 

Town and fringe 673 15.4 18.2 17.7 

Urban city and town 2,536 58.0 68.8 69.5 

No reply 683 15.6   

     

National IMD quintile # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 2017 MYE 

1 (most deprived) 69 1.6 1.9 1.6 

2 346 7.9 9.4 10.7 

3 564 12.9 15.3 17.0 

4 1189 27.2 32.2 33.2 

5 (least deprived) 1520 34.8 41.2 37.5 

No reply 683 15.6   
NR = No reply 
MYE = Mid-year estimate 
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 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Parent/carer of child # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 751 17.2 18.3 (Census includes 
all people cared 
for regardless of 

age) 

No 3362 76.9 81.7 

No reply 258 5.9  

     

Carer of adult # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 459 10.5 11.2 (Census includes 
all people cared 
for regardless of 

No 3631 83.1 88.8 

No reply 281 6.4  

     

lIlness, disability or infirmity # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 1010 23.1 24.6 19.1 

No 3101 70.9 75.4 80.9 

No reply 260 94.1   

     

Ethnic group # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Asian or Asian British 92 2.1 2.3 6.0 

Black or Black British 11 0.3 0.3 0.6 

White 3839 87.8 95.1 92.2 

Mixed 53 1.2 1.3 0.8 

Other ethnic group 40 0.9 1.0 0.4 

No reply 336 7.7   

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Religion # % Inc NR % Ex NR % (16+) 

No religion 1423 32.6 35.5 25.3 

Buddhist 18 0.4 0.4 0.3 

Christian (all denominations) 2399 54.9 59.8 62.6 

Hindu 44 1.0 1.1 2.8 

Jewish 10 0.2 0.2 0.1 

Muslim 28 0.6 0.7 1.2 

Sikh 10 0.2 0.2 1.2 

Any other religion 81 1.9 2.0 0.4 

No reply 358 8.2  6.3 

     

LCC employee # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 432 9.9 10.4 

N/A No 3716 85.0 89.6 

No reply 223 5.1  

     

Sexual orientation # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Bisexual 49 1.1 1.3 

N/A 

Gay 59 1.3 1.6 

Heterosexual/straight 3451 79.0 94.5 

Lesbian 23 0.5 0.6 

Other 71 1.6 1.9 

No reply 718 16.4   
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Appendix 3 - Question labels 

Question Original wording Short wording 

Q1a 
Provision of education and other services (including transport) for children and young people with 
special educational needs (£75m) 

SEND (including transport) (£75m) 

Q1b Funding care in residential and nursing homes for older people (£36m) Older - residential (£36m) 

Q1c Enabling older people to live independently in the community (£25m) Older - community (£25m) 

Q1d Children and young people in local authority care (including fostering and adoption) (£39m) Children - LA care (£39m) 

Q1e Children's social care and child protection (£23m) Child protection (£23m) 

Q1f 
Enabling adults with learning disabilities to live independently in the community (with services such 
as supported living, employment and day services) (£28m) 

Learning disabilities - community (£28m) 

Q1g Funding care in residential and nursing homes for adults with learning disabilities (£24m) Learning disabilities - residential (£24m) 

Q1h Disposing of waste and recycling (£26m) Waste disposal (£26m) 

Q1j Local tips/household waste recycling sites (£3m) RHWS/Tips (£3m) 

Q1k Smoking prevention, weight management, physical activity and NHS health checks (£9m) Smoking/weight/physical activity (£9m) 

Q1l Children's health services (e.g. health visiting and school nursing) (£9m) Children's health services (£9m) 

Q1m Drug/alcohol addiction and sexual infection treatment (£8m) Drug/alcohol/sexual infection (£8m) 

Q1n Maintaining the roads and pathways (£15m) Roads/paths (£15m) 

Q1o Street lighting (£3m) Street lighting (£3m) 

Q1p Grass cutting on highway verges (£3m) Grass cutting (£3m) 

Q1q Safety/traffic light maintenance, flood prevention and road safety education (£2m) Safety maintenance (highways) (£2m) 

Q1r Winter maintenance such as gritting the roads (£2m) Gritting (£2m) 

Q1s Providing residential and community-based services to adults with physical disabilities (£14m) Physical disabilities (£14m) 

Q1t Early support to families and young people, including youth services and community safety (£11m) Family support (£11m) 

Q1u Providing free or subsidised public transport for pensioners and disabled people (£5m) Bus passes for older and disabled (£5m) 

Q1v Providing home to school transport, including personal travel budgets (excluding SEND) (£4m) Travel to Schools (excluding SEND) (£4m) 

Q1w Public bus service subsidies (£2m) Bus service subsidies (£2m) 

Q1x Provision of services for adults with mental health problems (£9m) Mental health (£9m) 

Q1y Library services - including mobile libraries and services to schools (£4m) Libraries (£4m) 

Q1z Museums, records office and services to schools (£2m) Museums & records office (£2m) 
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Question Original wording Short wording 

Q1aa Country parks (£1m) Country parks (£1m) 

Q1ab Adult learning courses and support (£5m) Adult learning (£5m) 

Q1ac 
Community grants, grants and contracts to voluntary organisations, funding for busi-
nesses and social housing, and wider support for economic growth (£3m) 

Economic growth & grant aid (£3m) 

Q1ad Trading standards (£1.5m) Trading standards (£1.5m) 

Q1ae Minerals and waste planning (£0.5m) Minerals and waste planning (£0.5m) 

   

Q2a 
Working more with partners, such as the NHS, GPs, district councils, and police, to 
design integrated services 

Working more with partners (e.g. NHS/ GPs/ district coun-
cils/ police) to design integrated services 

Q2b 
Working more with private and public sector partners, including businesses, to sup-
port the local economy and jobs 

Working more with partners to support the local economy 
and jobs 

Q2c 
Handing over the running of specific services (e.g. libraries, museums, community 
centres) to residents, community groups and voluntary organisations where the al-
ternative is to close or severely reduce a service 

Handing over the running of specific services to residents, 
community groups and voluntary organisations 

Q2d 
Contract with the private or voluntary sector to deliver services when this is the 
most effective option 

Contract with the private or voluntary sector to deliver ser-
vices 

Q2e 
Continue to find further efficiencies in processes, procedures and management in-
cluding the use of new technology 

Find further efficiencies in processes, procedures and man-
agement (incl. using new technology) 

Q2f 
Reorganising local government to make substantial overall savings in overheads 
such as management and administration 

Reorganising local government to make substantial overall 
savings in overheads 

Q2g 
Working more sustainably by utilising renewable energy, reducing carbon and help-
ing protect the environment 

Working more sustainably by utilising renewable energy, 
reducing carbon and helping protect the environment 

   

Q3a 
More charging for services, e.g. for social care services, on-street parking, additional 
waste disposal services, admission to country parks and museums 

More charging for services 

Q3b 
More investment in land, property and other assets as a source of income for ser-
vices 

More investment in land, property and other assets as a 
source of income 

Q3c 
Attracting businesses and investment into the area to increase local business rates 
income 

Attracting businesses and investment to increase local busi-
ness rates income 

Q3d 
Exploring commercial opportunities to generate income for services (e.g. cafes in 
country parks, selling HR services to other organisations) 

Exploring commercial opportunities to generate income 

Q3e Campaigning for fairer funding levels from central Government 
Campaigning for fairer funding levels from central Govern-
ment 
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Appendix 4 - Open comment themes 

All themes 
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All themes - by category 
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Appendix 5 - Leicestershire’s future consultation 2013 

Q1: Service reductions 2013 - ordered by reduce ‘a great deal’, ‘to some extent’, or ‘not very much’ 

Above 50% reduce a great 
deal or to some extent 

Base = 5,352 to 5,582 

Above 
50% 
reduce a 
great deal 
or to some 
extent 
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Q5: Council tax 2013 (approximate re-categorisation for comparison) 

Q4: New ways of working 2013 - ordered by ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’  

Base = 5,575 

Base = 5,366 to 5,571 
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Appendix 6 - Priorities consultation 2019 vs 2013 

Q1: Service reductions - 2019 vs 2013 where comparisons are possible (% ‘reduce not at all’) 



Leicestershire’s priorities  - consultation results 

                                                                                                             83                                                                             November 2019                                           



Leicestershire’s priorities - consultation results 

November 2019                                                                                             84 

Appendix 7 - Geodemographic Classifications 

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)  
The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is a measure of multiple 
deprivation at the small area level (Super Output Areas).  All the 
Super Output Areas in Leicestershire are given a value, ranked from 
the most deprived to the least deprived areas.  
 
More information is available from the Department for 
Communities and Local Government website: https://www.gov.uk/
government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-
government/series/english-indices-of-deprivation 
 
Urban Rural Classification 
The Urban Rural Classification provides a methodology to classify 
the 1,993 Census Output Areas of Leicestershire according to their 
rurality.  
 
The Definition adopts a settlement-based approach, comprising four 
settlement types, of which three are rural: 
• Urban (population over 10,000) 

• Town and Fringe 
• Village 
• Hamlet and Isolated Dwellings 
 
More information is available from the Office for National Statistics 
(ONS) website: http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/
geography/products/area-classifications/rural-urban-definition-and-
la/index.html 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government/series/english-indices-of-deprivation
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government/series/english-indices-of-deprivation
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government/series/english-indices-of-deprivation
http://www.ons.gov.uk/about-statistics/geography/products/area-classifications/rural-urban-definition-and-la-classification/rural-urban-definition/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/geography/products/area-classifications/rural-urban-definition-and-la/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/geography/products/area-classifications/rural-urban-definition-and-la/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/geography/products/area-classifications/rural-urban-definition-and-la/index.html
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About the Strategic Business Intelligence Team 
 
The team provides research and insight support to the council, 
working with both internal departments and partner organisations. 
 
The team provides assistance with: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact 

Jo Miller      
Strategic Business Intelligence Team Leader 
     
Business Intelligence Service 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall 
Glenfield 
Leicester  
LE3 8RA 
 
Tel:   0116 305 7341 
Email:  jo.miller@leics.gov.uk 
Web:    www.lsr-online.org 
 
 

• Focus groups/workshops • Forecasts/modelling 

• Benchmarking • Literature reviews 

• Business case development • GIS Mapping 

• Factor/cluster analysis  • Needs analysis  

• Consultation • Profiling  

• Ethnography  • Questionnaire design 

• Journey mapping • Randomised control trials  

• Data management • Segmentation  

• Data cleaning/matching  • Evaluations 

• Data visualisation/ Tableau • Statistical analysis/SPSS 

• Surveys • Web analytics/ usability testing 

mailto:jo.miller@leics.gov.uk
http://www.lsr-online.org

