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1. Executive Summary

Summary of main findings

The commission

Oxfordshire County Council (henceforth OCC) is seeking the views of residents and other stakeholders
about the future structure of local government across the countgnd particularly on whether the
curenttwoi ASNJ 48408y 2F aAE O2dzyOAata aKz2dZ R 065 NBLJ
wide-ranging engagement was designed to inform Oxfordshirédeeds and stakeholders about its

draft proposal for local government reorganisation and to provide a range of opportunities for response

and comments to help shape and improve the final proposal.

Opinion Research Services (ORS) is aaspircompany fromSwansea University with a Widde
reputation for social researcparticularlymajor statutory consultations (including the recent successful
consultation on local government reorganisation for all nine local authorities in Dansét¢ngagement
processesuch as thisORS was appointed by OCC to advise on and independently manage and report
important aspects of the engagement programme.

The engagement process

The engagement periodtarted on 19" January2017 and ended on 28 February 2017. During this
period, residents and stakeholders were invited to provide feedback through a wide range of routes,
including all the following:

An open questionnaire for all residents, stakeholders and organisations: the guestionnaire was
available online and paper questioaires were widely circulated in librariasad at county halg
and east read documents weeailable on request;

A faceto-face resident€surveybased on500 interviews epresentative at a county leveto

provide an accurate profile of opinions in tlyeneral population across Oxfordshire and also

within each district/city council area,;

CAPS NBAARSY(AQ 62Nl aK2LBA 62yS Ay SIOK-OAGEKR
section of members of the public;

42dropA Y S@Syida AyaribsE TF2NRaKANBQ& f A0 NJ

Direct communications, meetings and oeteeone conversations with a large number of
individual stakeholders and stakeholder groups and organisations from different sectors
including: Government departments and ministers, statutory bodies, logahcils, education,
business, voluntary and community sector, and those for people with specific protected
characteristics under the Equality Act 2010

Three briefing sessions for parishes and town councils and a deliberative workshop for young
people
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Written submissions: residents, stakeholders and organisations were able to provide their views
by writing to OCCand

Wide ranging communications activity including microsite, press releases, social media
(Facebook Instragram, Twitter, YouTube), advertiamdydirect email/majl

The engagement programme was successful in achiaveigover 6,000 responseincluding 5,717
21LISYy 1jdzSaGA2yylrANS NBalLRyaSa FyR pno NBalLkyaSa
attended the five aredased worksbps and OCC engaged with many more people through its own
internal programme of engagement.

Building on conversations

This latest period of engagement is a continuation of dialogue started in the spring of 2016, when the
council was considering the cas® finitary government and a detailed options appraisal. This dialogue
was intended to explore: perceptions of the current local government system; opportunities created by
devolution; and important factors to consider when designing any new unitary atghori

This work included:

Communication and conversations with national and local stakeholders, including: the
Department for Communities and Local Government; the County Council Network; the
National Association of Local Councils; the Centre for PublitirScand other advisors;

Establishing a Stakeholder Advisory Group comprising key local stakeholder organisations
from Business, the Voluntary and Community Sector, Hedtiice, Fire & Rescue
Education and others;

Holding 10 meetings for parishescatown councils and one for city stakeholders;

Il Lzt A0 WOILff T2NJ SGARSYyOSQ 6t SR o0& O2yad#f i
stakeholder responses that showed a majority belief that a single new unitary for
Oxfordshire would be best able toeet the five assessment criteria under consideration.

Furthermore, two public focus groups were held & ¢Sttt & 'y AYyAGAFGAGBS Ol
{KI1S L ¢6KAOK Ay@2f SR aS@Sy YINJSG adlrtt Sg

z

O2dzZA R LXIFeé& (KS W{KIF]1S !LIXQ 3IFrYS RSaA3aySR (2 (G4Sai
associated website and the aforementioned game was available online.

Proportional and fair
The key good practice requirements for proper engagemengmmes (as with formal consultation
programmes) are that they should:

Be conducted at a formative stage, before decisions are taken;

Allow sufficient time for people to participate and respond;

Provide the public and stakeholders with enough backgromfatination to allow them
to consider the issues and any proposals intelligently and critically; and

Be properly taken into consideration before decisions are finally taken.

As a wellestablished and specialist social research practice with wadging experience of
controversial statutory consultationand engagement processegross the UK, ORS is able to certify
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that the process undertaken by Oxfordshire County Counciltsnéxese standards. Overall, ORS has no

doubt that the engagement programme has been conscientious, competent and comprehensive in
eliciting opinionslt was open, accessible and fair to all stakeholders across Oxfordshire; and it conforms
GAGK WoASESIQ WING b2 K AGa aoltS yR GKS obFflyOS 27
was also proportional to the importance of the issues.

Nature of engagement
Accountability

Accountability means that public authorities should give an account of theis alad take into account
public views: they should conduct fair and accessible engagement while reporting the outcomes openly
and considering them fully.

This does not mean that the majority views should automatically decide public policy; and the pggpulari

or unpopularity of draft proposals should not displace professional and political judgement about what

is the right or best decision in the circumstances. The levels of, and reasons for, public support or
opposition are very important, but as considdaats to be taken into account, not as factors that
ySOSaalNAte RSOGSN¥YAYS [ dziK2NRGASAQ RSOAEAAZ2YEAD ! 6
cogency of the arguments put forward during public engagement processes, not just count heads.

Thereport

This executive summary report summarises the engagement outcomes to highlight the overall balance
of opinions. Weencourage people to read thiell report for more detailed insightand to get a better
understandng of the assumptions, arguments, conclusions and feelings about the possible
reconfiguration of local government across Oxfordshiree fullreport considers the feedback from
each element of the engagement programme in turn (which can at times be repetitive thiaksimilar

issues emerged across the different stranasii provides a full evidenebase for those considering the
engagement and its findings. We trust that both this summary and full report will be helpful to all
concerned.

ORS is clear that its mls to analyse and explain the opinions and arguments of the many different
AYGSNBaGa LI NGAOALNI GAYy3I Ay GKS Sy Idraft @opssyl.in tHiSN2 OS 3
report, we seek to profile the opinions and arguments of those who magponded, but not to make

any recommendations as to how the reported results should be used. Whilst this report brings together
a wide range of evidence for consideration, decisions must be taken basattbe evidencevailable.

Main findings
The need for change
wSaARSYyGiaQ adz2NwsSe

Seven out of tenresidents (70%) agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in
Oxfordshire, whereasearly a fifth (18%dlisagreed.

At least two thirds of residents in each district/city council area agreii the need to reorganise local
government in Oxfordshire. Levels of agreement ranged from 67% in South Oxfordshire, to 73% in West
Oxfordshire. In the three remaining areas (Cherwell, Oxford and Vale of White Horse), 70% of residents
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agreed.It is worth noting that more than a fifth of residents in Cherwell (23%) and West Oxfordshire
(22%) disagreed with the need for reorganisation.

Open questionnaire

Nearly twofifths of individuals(38%) whoresponded, includingespondents within and outsidéhe
overdl Oxfordshire area, agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire,
whereasan absolute majoritypf respondentg56%) disagreed.

An absolute majority of individual respondents in two areas agreed with the need to reorganise loca
government in Oxfordshire: South Oxfordshire (60%) and Vale of White Horse (59%).

Fewer individuals agreed in the remaining Oxfordshire areas: Cherwell (44%), Oxford (35%) and West
Oxfordshire (26%). Moreover, in these three areas, absolute majorisagdied (52% in Cherwell, 58%
in Oxford and 69% in West Oxfordshire).

A unitary authority in principle

wWSAARSYyGaQ adaNBSe

Around two thirds of residents §7%) agreed with principle that anitary council should provide all
council services in their areafifth (20%) disagreedl'he level of agreement varied from 62% in West
Oxfordshire, to 70% in Vale of White Horse; therefore an absolute majority of residents agreed in each

of the five areasAround two thirds of residents in Oxford (68%), South Oxforddl&iv¥%) and Cherwell
(66%) agreed with the principle that a unitary council should provide all council services.

Open questionnaire

Three out of terrespondents 30%) agreed withthe principle that aunitary council should provide all
council services inheir areg however, around two thirds of respondents disagreed (66%), and an
absolute majority (57%) strongly disagreed.

More than half of respondents in Vale of White Horse (53%) and South Oxfordshire (52%) agreed with
the principle that a unitary councshould provide all council services in their area; however, more than
two-fifths disagreed (44% in South Oxfordshire and 42% in Vale of White Horse).

Fewer respondents agreed in Cherwell (37%), Oxford (28%) and West Oxfordshire (18%). Furthermore,
at leas three-fifths disagreed in each of these areas: 60% in Cherwell, 68% in Oxford, and 80% in West
Oxfordshire.

Criteria for change

wSaARSyGlaQ adz2NpSe

As in the engagement questionnar§ 8 A RSy ia 6SNB |41 SR K246 AYLRNII
WoSEBNWA OSaQ>x WY2NB 20t | O0O02dzydlroAfAGEQ | yR
A2 FSNYYSyid 61 & OKI AlI8RftHese adpeed davdRieit KoAb Bnartant (either
WHASNEQ 2NJ WFFANI @QO o0& Y2 NBo &Xdél SF 2\aEN2 2FNATI(K AT AT
AYLRNIOFYGQ® hOSNIff (GK2dAKSE Yz2ald AYERNGIRYGOR oBav

A
t20Ff 002dzy il 6AfAGEQ O6yy:0T WE26SNI NHzyyAy3 024l
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In all distrid/city council aress, significant majorities of residentsonsidered each factor to be
important. ¢ KS &Ay 3t S KAIKSadG NBadzZ G 6+-& aSSy Ay hETF2
were important.

Open guestionnaire

Respondentswere asked how impeJi  y i WAAYLIX SN £ 20+t 3I2FSNYYSyYy
I O02dzy i oAfAGEQ YR WE268NJ NHzyyAy3d O24G4Q 62 dzf
hEF2NR&KANB &

hGSNI ft3 AYRADGARIZ t NBALRYRSYy(Ga F ®FIpQrosSR yRNBHYRN:
F OO02dzy ik 6AEAGRQ Oy m20d !-65mndbivSrespectidciehidkdéditse a2 T NE
WHSNE AYLENIFY{iQ®

z

l0az2fdziS YlF22NARGASA Ffaz2z FStd GKIG WE26SN NHzyy )
would be imprtant-i K2dzZaK AdG Aa Fftaz2 62NIK y2GAy3 GKFG NS
A2 PSNYYSYyiGiQ 62dzZ R 0SS dzy AYLRNII yio

| NBdzy R (62 UGKANR&A 2F AYRAQOARdIZ f& Ay {2dzZiK hET2NJ
f 20t 32 @S NyiM@yabttas ddhdifolRmoi@ in the remaining Oxfordshire areas: Cherwell
(58%), West Oxfordshire (52%) and Oxford (50%).

a2NB (KFy F2dz2NJ FAFTGKaA 2F (GKS AYRAGARdAzZ f NBaLRYyR
would be important. Theesults were slightly higher in South Oxfordshire (89%) and Vale of White
Horse compared to the remaining three areas of Oxfordshire (all 85%).

{dzoad G yaaAarlt YI22NRGASA 2F AYRAGARdzZ ta Ay Sl OK
accountabih 1 8 Q 62dZ R 68 AYLERNIIYydGY {2dziK hEFT2NRaKANSD
Horse (81%), Cherwell (81%) and Oxford (77%).

Around seven out of ten or more individuals responding from South Oxfordshire (76%), Vale of White
Horse (74%), Cherwefl T W22 0 | YR 28340 hEFT2NRAKANB ocdz0 TFSt i
important. The proportion of individuals in Oxford with this view was slightly lower (57%), but still an
absolute majority.

wSaARSY(aend@CONedtirgs LJa
When askedabout the relative importance of the four aforementionectiteria for the future of local
governmentin Oxfordshire, the overwhelming maijty of workshop participantsgreed K I & W6 S i S

& S NIZ A Onfodt npaftantiand thasavings arising from @nitary authority should be rnvested to
enable improvementsvViews were mixed on the relative importance of the other thoegeria.

From six councils to one?

Reducing the number of councils

wSaARSYyGaQ adz2NmwSe

Seven out of ten residents (70%) agreethwhe draft proposal to abolish the six councils and replace

them with one new unitary council for the whole of Oxfordshire. A fifth of residents (20%) disagreed
with the draft proposal.
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13 The highest levels of agreement were seen in West Oxfordshire @88&ocpouth Oxfordshire (75%),
while around two thirds or more agreed in Oxford (69%) and Vale of White Horse (67%). The lowest
level of agreement was seen in Cherwell (63%) and it is worth noting that around three out of ten
residents in this district (29%isagreed with the draft proposal (as did a fiftl20%- of residents in

South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse).

1% Nonetheless, an absolute majority of residents in each area agreed with the draft proposal on the basis
of the information provided.

Open questionnaire

136 Around a quarter of respondents (24%) agreed with the draft proposals for a single unitary council
covering the whole of Oxfordshire; however, around three quarters (74%) disagreed (and around two
thirds - 68%- strongly disagreed).

137 Levelsof agreement were noticeably higher among individuals responding from South Oxfordshire
(45%) and Vale of White Horse (45%) than elsewhere; however, even in these two areas around half of
respondents disagreed (51% in both districts).

138 Nearly a third of Chavell respondents agreed (31%); whereas around two thirds disagreed (67%).
However the lowest levels of agreement (and highest levels of disagreement) were seen among
individuals in West Oxfordshire (14% agreed; 85% disagreed) and Oxford (19% agreddag@®ed).

wSaARSY(aend@cONgedtings LJa

139 Following the opening questions on awareness of current local government structures, but before any of
the explanatory presentation, participants in the workshops were asked for their initial or immediate
views on whether the number of councils (not comgtiparish and town councils) in Oxfordshire should

be reduced (but to an as yet unspecified number). Much later in the meetings, following a presentation
and detailed discussions, the workshops were asked if the number of councils should be rémluced
creae a single alDxfordshiredzy A G NB | dzi K2NAGe@d t S2L) SQa AYyAGALl €

table overleaf whichshows the proportions of workshop participants who favouyregposed or were
unsure abouthange at different stages of the meetings.

Some reduction in the number of Shift in
council® A single Unitary Council favour/
against
— AREA | For | Unswe | Aganst | For | Unsue | Agamst |
West 418 10118 4118 10/18  0/18 8/18 +6
Oxfordshire
Oxford City 2/18 11/18 5/18 7/18 5/18 6/18 +5
South . 5/17 4/17 8/17 11/17 4/17 2/17 +6
Oxfordshire
Cherwell 6/16 0/16 10/16 1/16 7/16 8/16 -5
Vale of
White Horse 12/19 7/19 0/19 11/19 5/19 3/19 -1

TOTAL 29/88 32/88 27/88 40/88 20/88 27/88 +11
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Overall, there was a broad division of opinion acrossNiie & A RvBrkSliopsQbut generally the final

opinions were more positive than negagivexcept n Cherwell which was the most critical group of all.

In three of the other fourgroups- West Oxfordshire, Oxford City and South Oxfordshiteere was a

postive shift in opinion during the meeting® N2 Y LJS2 L) SQa Ay jbased upon@dafill ( KS A
SEFYAYLIGA2Y 2 Pne hritdnQauthofy;, wHereas apiilon shifted slightly in the other
direction in Vale of White Horse (due to concerfimat the radical nature of the proposal) and more
YIN]SRft& Ay / KSNBStt 606SOFdzaS GKS 62N)] aK2L) YSYO S
This somewhat mixed response demonstrates shows that real deliberation took place in the workshops,
with people forming views and changing their minds in different directions based on their perceptions of

the evidence presented.

As with the deliberative workshops, there was a broad division in opimioand whether the current

six councils should be redutdrom six to one unitary authority at the library drép events. 8me

people were very in favour of théraft proposal andsome very much opposed, for example: views were
positive overall at Wheatley, Littlemore, Stonesfield, Woodstock, Headington aridgéfan; but
negative overall at Carterton, Charlbury, Cowley and Old Marston. In many other areas there was some
positivity also, but this wasinged with underlying apathyowards local government and scepticism
about change and the draft proposédelf.

Reasons for keeping six councils
wS & A RS Y (add@eriqdastdrhaire

Those in favour of maintaining the status quo raised various concerns about the draft proposals, around
aspects such:

Concerns the proposals would not work, would fail to saamey
Concerns about a loss of local accountability

/| 2y OSNy & Fo62dzi &aLISOAFTFAO yS3AFGAGS AYLI Oda 2y SA
or on Oxford City (e.g. as a result of it having different political makeup to the rest of theygount

Concerns about job losses

Concerns about residents having to travel further to access services.
wSaARSY (& end@CONdedige LI
Many of those who opposed single unitary council wereoncerred about local democratic
accountability: they felt thhone unitary council would be too geographically and socially remote from
Ala NBAARSYy(GAa FyR 62dfR y2G 068 lots G2 NBO23IyAa.
and also thatfewer councillors wouldreduce localrepresentation. Even th@e not opposed were
concerned about these matters.

Nonetheless, many workshop participants could see the advantages of a single unitary authority,
particularly with effective Area Boards. In fact, only Cherwell residents remained almost wholly
unconvincedof the draft proposak partly due totheir LISNOSLIJGA2Y 2F h// +a | ]

NE (-r&iNBRydid not think the Area Boards were sufficiently clear or sufficiently guaranteed to
offset undesirable centralisation in a single unitary authorit
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Many participantswereO2 Y OS Ny SR | 6 2dzi RAf dzii A y 3: thatHsT @ithdewieK A NB Q.
O2dzy OAf ft 2NAE (KS& O2auinty withZeddsedRical diversityhld fWedchedks t dzS
and balancesThis was a particular concein Oxford City whoselocal political makeup diverges
greatlyfrom that of the rest of the county.

Furthermore, it was said that theit€ has different social issgeand needs to the rest of theognty,

which are best met locally rather than through ager, more remote unitary authority that may not

give them sufficient focugthough in the rural areas peopleere concerned that aingle unitary

I dzii K2 NA (& 62 dzf R-OBYTGNRDEG 2 A1 G KEBY SR IS yNIBNI2 (T [INSH 2O

Some participants imost of the workshops thought th£20 millionannual swvings are not particularly
significant in the context of the total revenue budgeind could be found through further efficiencies
and econmies within existing structuresRelated objections were that the draft proposal is about
financial savings but fails to focus on the human context; that the predicted savings may not be
achievable in practice; and that they would®ei ¢ | £ f 2by Bdneetis &f social services.

There were also worries that: auncil tax harmonisation ight be controversial and difficult; the
OKIy3aSa YAIKG v 2dincibobworkldadsicoadBecothedoRimBrRdeabl@ that they are
unable to faus sufficiently on local issues; transitory agaments may prove challenging; job losses

could have implications not only for employees, but also on redundancy costs for the Council and the
quality of service provision; and that a new unitary authority may focus too much on the provision of
statutory SNIDA OSa (2 GKS RSUNAYSyYy(d 2F (K2aS WRAAONBI(A:
Finally, it should be noted that a few peofley (1 KS INBR A RS ¢zyi AvaksIDpEing iany)

at the library dropins felt they could neither supporta@r oppose a reduction to one unitary authority
because they had not received enough informatiothe workshomn which to base their decision.

WSAARSYGaQ &adz2NBSe |yR 2Ly ljdzSadAz2yyl AN

Positive comments about the proposals tended to comment on aspecksasic
The importance of making financial savings, and an acceptance that the proposals can achieve this;
The importance of a joinedp and effective approacgh

Suggestions that the proposals are long overdue, and should be implemented quickly.

w S & A R Srigsboastnd @@C Meetings

Il ONRP &4 (GKS NBAARSY(GaQ HhofeNippofng ddd unitagy Ruthbrity(and Mgy 0 A y 3
of those who did natbut could see the need for rationalisatiofélt that the cag for changehad been
made:they had beerpersuaded by the financial and other evidence presented that reorganisation is

both necessary and desirable to make savings and efficiensliesinate duplicationand safeguard
services

There was also recogniti@cross the various sessiatimst reducirg from nine to two councils could:
SAYLX AFe GKS O2YLX SE |yR a2YSiAYSa aO2yTdzaAy
Oxfordshire for residents
Ensure easier and better eoperation, communication and integration between council

depatments, especiallyn terms of:developingand implementing a coherenbanty-wide
planning strategy for housing, transport and employmebetter safeguarding;and
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ensuring easier working relationships with other public bodies such as the aNH#S
Thames Valley Police;

Better enable the implementation of essential infrastructure improvements across the
whole of Oxfordshire;

2 ARSY LREAGAOIET RAGSNRBAGE gslocd Kalitigs morg SperQtdzANNS v (i
GARSNI RSY23INI LIKAO g e& FTNRNYRARRES Ofl daaz 2f1

Ensure fewers O 2 Y LIS (i A y 3n fihayicinlSendsa(insaféar as a budget controlled by one
authority would allow ittod LddziT G KS Y2y Seé HKSNB Al ySSRa (2

The importance oincluding Aea Boards within thedraft proposal should not be underestimated: in all

0 KS NBaARSyseral ofaddelindiy2opidsed to reducing the number of coukwiisthe

grounds of democratic accountabiljtwere convincedof the merits of doing sgroviding these boards

hawe a central and tangible role to play within any new authoritiiere was even aense that OCC
shouldbetter emphasise Area Boardsorder to2 @S ND2YS 1JS2LJ SQa O2y OSNy a
political representation and the potential degard of locaheeds and wants.

Furthermore, there was some suggestion among parishes and town cotiratifsve Area Boards may
be insufficient- as well as a desire for much more information arolnmv exactly they would work in
terms of roles, responsibilities andywers and where they would be based

Alternative suggestions
WSAARSY(1aQ &dNBSe yR 2Ly ljdSaiArz2yyl ANB

Many respondents wanted to see the existing district/City councils maintained (and some wanted
responsibilities transferred from the County Council tesl other councils).

Among those who suggested different alternatives, there were some calls for a different number of
unitaries, e.g. three (possibly based on North, South and the City), or two (the City and the rest of
Oxfordshire).

Others suggested anltarnative would be to make savings elsewhere, or reduce the number of
councillors.

wS aARSY(aend@cONgedtingsd LJa
SomeCherwell andWest and South Oxfordshirevorkshop participants wereconcerned abouteing
offered what they described askanarychoice between retainingix councils and creating a single new

one. While some agreed that change igy SOSaal NEX (GKS& Omogosal R BNBAR h/ /
drastic and suggested that there must be &m ¥ S | A0 68S SyAsy 2 LG A2y 4 @

The most commonlygggested alternativ@roposalwas a tweunitary system: one covering theity and

the other the rest of the countyNonetheless, there was some recognition that ttle (i @ Qa  LJ2 LJdzf |
may not be sufficient to sustain a unitary council and that not includhng city within a wider unitary

I dzG K2 NA G& O2dAZ R 0S RSGNAYSydGlrt G2 GKS NBad 27 4l
by far.

hy$S LI NGAOALI YG G GKS &2dzy3 LIS2LX $Q& 62N] 4K2LJ
form of Ore Oxfordshire:da 4 K& R2y QG 6S 62N)] 2dzi 6KAOK F NBIa
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AYLNRPOGSR |yR GKSY @g2N) 2dzi ¢KIFd &0G§NHzOGdzNBE g2 dzZ R
FRIFLIWGAY3I 2N OKIy3aAy3d o SToi$ dew Has ialgoSiongly Nupporéed tNdothey 3 &
participants.

At the town counciland larger parishes meeting, there was a spontaneous mention of the Durham
model of unitary government and specifically the Area Action Partnerships (the equivalent of the
proposed local area boards in Oxfordshireyhis hub and spoke model is founded on the premise that
not one size fits all and is based around natural communities\that in size and roleand the Area
Action Partnerships are supported by officers, offerole to towns and parishes and have flexible
geography and the ability to work both collectively and individually. The view of the room was that this
could work in Oxfordshirghough it was recognised that it has taken time to develop and embed.

Other infrequent suggestions were tintroducelarger council tax rise® reduce funding gaps; abolish

the county council to create three unitary councils based upon merging existing districts (suggestion
made at Cherwell); crodsorder collaboration with the Bmpshire districts; and a more graduated
approach to local government reorganisation by, for example, reducinyre®e councilsin the first
instance with the potential to decrease further should this prove successful

Other issues

It is important to notethat the role of town councils and parishes within any new unitary structure was

a primary concern for participants the town council and parish meetings (and for some at the library
drop-ins). the desire for more influence on both the implementationdaongoing function of a new
authority was clear, as was a perceived need for improved feedback mechanisms between unitary
councillors and town councils and parsh

It was said in the meeting for town councils and larger parishesdhat2 ¢y O2 tay @pwitha | NB
paying for services that the county has droppednd there was scepticism as to whether the required
finance would materialise ithe current financial climate. Unsurprisingly theseveral questions were

asked across the sessions around hewactly the devolution of power to town councils and parishes
would be achieved particularly in relation to the funding and resources thought to be needed to enable

the provision of additional services.

Overall conclusions

The engagement programme reped here was commissioned to understand levels of support for
hET2NRAKANB [/ 2dzydé /2dzyOrAf Qa RNI Fid LINE LJand kof G 2
3K GKSNJ FSSRolF Ol 2y GKS RNYFG LINRLRAI az Al 02
concerns. The council will draw its own conclusions from the engagement and from the other evidence
available for its considerationso ORS does not intend to advise at this stage, but only to identify where
there was general agreement or disagreementhie engagement process.

¢KS NBadzZ §a FTNRBY (KS 2Ly Sy3alr3asSySyid ljdSadArzyyl A
only a quarter (24%) of respondents to the open questionnaire agreed with the draft proposals for a
single unitary council covery the whole of Oxfordshire; almost three times as many respondent to the

NB 4 A RS y {769R agieedNI S &

! http://ww.durham.qgov.uk/article/1960/AbowAAPS
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It should be noted that while open questionnaires are important engagement routes that are accessible
G2 Ffyz2ald SOSNE2YyS>IiKEKSBIz INSO yRY WRIAZNDISEE Qo RE | .
Whereas the latter required proper sampling of the population, the open questionnaire was distributed
unsystematically or adventitiously and was more likely to be completed by motivated peoplealdaile
being subject to influence by local campaigns. As such, because the respondent profile of the open
questionnaire is an imperfect reflection of the Oxfordshire population, its results must be interpreted
carefully. Crucially though, this does not mehat its findings should be discounted: they are analysed

in detail in this report and must be taken into account as a demonstration of the strength of feeling of
residents who were motivated to put forward their views (and in many cases concerns) ateout th
proposed options. Nonetheless, we would recommend that the residents survey is the better guide to
general public opinion.

l'a FT2N) 6KS RSEAOSNIYrGAGS 2N aKz2LAas 20SNIff (KSNI
final opinions were more gsitive than negative (except in Cherwell which was the most critical group of

all). Mixed views were also expressed in the other forms of engagement such as the written
submissions, library drems, OC@un meetings and stakeholder engagement: while maoycerns

were raised around the draft proposal, it was also supported by many.

It should be noted that engagement with informed audiences (who have the opportunity to question
and test the evidence for particular proposals is especially valuable). Adigemgnt elements are
important and none should be disregarded, but the deliberative workshops, other meetings and
submissions are particularly worthy of consideration because they explore the arguments and the
NBlFazya F2N LIS2LX SQa 2LIAYAZ2Yya®d

Overall then, the engagement exercise reached a broad range of residents and stakeholdeis.bas
expected, a range of different views were expressed, but and in answering the question of whether
there is support for the dra reconfiguration proposal, it would be fair to say that each engagement
strand demonstrates some supporand indeed majority support in the representative residents survey
(which is the best guide to overall public opinion), and majority support int mbshe deliberative
workshops.
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2. TheEngagemenProcess

Overview of theEngagement

The commission

Oxfordshire County Council (henceforth OCC) is seeking the views of residents and other stakeholders
about the future structureof local government acrosthe county - and particularly on whether the

current two-tier system of six councils should be replaced with one unitary authdFite. @ dzy OA f Qa
wide-ranging engagement was designed to inform Oxfordshire ressdend stakeholders about its

draft proposalfor local government reorganisaticand to provide a range of opportunities for response

and commaits to help shape and improve the final proposal

It should be noted that, onté February 2017, South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District
Councilsgave their backing to the draft propo2alThey did so with a view that the draft proposal
should be revised to includsignificant improvementshat ensure the priorities of local communities
are fully addressedfor example by

Strengthening the modaedf local accountability, with decisions taken at a much more local
level than offered byhe area executive board model;

Ensuring locally held reserves are used for the benefit of local residents, while recognising
the collective benefits of poolinggsources to leverage investment;

Commitment to a revised model of council tax harmonisation across the couway &
reasonable period of time;

Ensuring that the planning framework builds on existing and emerging local plaths

Establishing a housing cgany to ensure delivery of sustainable housing and
infrastructure.

Opinion Research Services (ORS) is aoaspircompany from Swansea University with a-wikle
reputation for social research particularly major statutory consultations (including theecent
successful consultation on local government reorganisation for all nine local authorities in Candet)
engagement processes such as tRiRS was appointed by OCC to advise on and independently manage
and report important aspects of thengagemenprogramme.

Theengagement process

The engagemenperiod ran for eight weekdrom 1%h January 2016 until 2B February 201&nd the
full programme included all the following elements:

2 http://www.oneoxfordshire.org/jointstatement1
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Independent research by ORS
Advising on thengagemengctivity;

Desiging informative and interactive presentation material suitable for use at the
deliberative workshops;

Designing, implementing and analysing responses to onlinéoamdper versions oén
openengagementjuestionnaireand arepresentativerS & A RSiyey;a Q

Recruiting, facilitating and reportiniive deliberative workshops with randomly selected
members of the publicand

Producing an overall report of all findings and guidance on the interpretation of the
material.

h / | a@ditional engagementactivity

Developing thewww.oneoxordshire.orgwebsite to includecontextual infemation, the
discussiordoaument, background daements Fequently AskedQuestions myth busters,
media releases andn online feedback form;

Producing a summary discussion document for distribution to all libraries, parishes and
town councils and available at county halii KS O2dzyié O2 daawelia®a KSI R
an easy read version faise atspecific meetings

Undertaking:

42 dropAy S@Syiia Ay h EF 2aNRavkrenes @fithefalt 0 NI NA& S
LINELI2&FES Fy&asSNI LIS2L) §Qa ljdzSadAazya FyR

N oQx

Three events for parishes, one for tovaouncilsand largerparishcouncils and a
small number ofseparatemeetings and conversations witlecal councils who
have requested one; and

One workshop for children and young peogad presentations to a humber of

different meetingg A y Of dzZRAy3Y (GKS hE[ 9t .2FNRZ hi
Association, theAge UKSocial Ca Pane] and My Life My Choicdlearning

disabilities charity);

A Stakeholder Advisory Groupeetinganda number ofone-to-one conversations
with stakeholders

Sending letters and emails tostakeholders and providing an email address for
stakeholders tesubmit written responsesahichwas also yen to the public on request);

Advertising via local radio and via the main Oxfordshire print media channels;
Providing:

Digital communications (thé®ne Oxfordshir€microsite headlines and news
items on the OC website and social media activity via Facebook, Instagram,
Twitter and YouTubepand

Direct Communications ¢sters sent to all parishes and town coundds display;
30,000 direct emails to adults aged 18+ across Oxfordshire; approximately 2,000
drSOd SYFAftaktSIGSNE G2 YSYOSNER 2F (GKS /2
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panel; andvariouseNewsletters(including the YourOxfordshire list which reaches
over 8000 subscribersand

Media releases.

Furthermore,, Yy dzZYo SNJ 2F (1 KS O geamnfdisthav® Bednyivorkirfig @densidlySvihinS R
their communities to inform and engage as many people as possible around the draft proposal

Building on conversations

This latest period of engagement is a continuation of dialogue started in the spring of 2016, when the
council was considering the case for unitary government and a detailed options appraisal. This dialogue
was intended to explore: perceptions of the cumtdocal government system; opportunities created by
devolution; and important factors to consider when designing any new unitary authority.

This work included:

Communication and conversations with national and local stakeholders, including: the
Departmen for Communities and Local Government; the County Council Network; the
National Association of Local Councils; the Centre for Public Scrutiny and other advisors;

Establishing a Stakeholder Advisory Group comprising key local stakeholder organisations
from Business, the Voluntary and Community Sector, Health, Education and others;

Holding 10 meetings for parishes and town councils and one for city stakeholders;

Commissioning a detailed study of the options, includihgdzd f A O WOl f f FT2NJ SOAF
consultant Grant Thornton) resulting in 626 public and stakeholder responses that

showed a majority belief that a single new unitary for Oxfordshire would be best able to

meet the five assessment criteria under consideration.

Furthermore, two public focugroups were heldt & ¢Sttt | a 'y AYyAGAFGAGBS Ol
{KIF1S L gKAOK Ay@2ft @SR asSs @mSnjorm¥dsitntSaboutiniidiet f S O ¢
local government and the possibility of reorganisatidinere was also an assamed website and online
engagement opportunities

Quantitativeengagement

A discussion document outlining the issues under consideration was produced by OCC. With that
foundation, ORS (in conjunction with OCC) then designgdestionnairehat was adaptd for online

and faceto-face formats and includesections inviting respondents to make any further comments and
also to profile those responding.

wS a A RBwiaQ
Thefirst form of quantitativeengagementwas thefaceto-face doorstepNB & A RBwé\i he survey

was undertakerwith residents aged 16 and ovéo ensure that abroadly representative profile of
opinions acros®xfordshirewas achievedlzout the same core questions as in the open questionnaire

ORS staff conducted 500 structureatéto-face interviews betwee®™ and 19" Febrwary 2017 using
/ 2YLJzG SN ' aaAaGSR t SNa2Yylf LYGSNDBASgAY3T O6W/ !t LQu
controlled sampling approach, to ensure aadly representative samplcross Oxfordshire.
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212 The extent to which results can be generalised from a sample depends on how well the sample
represents the population from which it is drawn, and different types of people in different places may
have been more or less likely to take part. This is knowessonse bias, and can be corrected through
a process of statistical weighting.

213 During this process, the demographic characteristics of respondents were compared against data for the
whole population (in this instance, fro@xfordshirg to identify whichtypes of people were more or
less likdy to take part in the surveystatistical weights were then calculated and applied to the data so
that the survey results are broadly consistent with the overall population.

214 During the weighting process, it is impantato ensure that no individual respondent has an unduly
fI NHS Ay¥FtdzSyO0S 2y GKS 2@SNIff adz2NBBSe NBadzZ Gax a
data may not be identical to the comparative data even after it has been weighted.

215 The survey data, once weighted, is representative of the population of Oxfordshire and the survey
results provide a statistically reliaestimate of the views of the2cdzy 1 @ Q& NB &aA RSy (i a o

216 Survey results based on the weighted data are broadly representative of the entire population across
hEFT2NRAKANBS® ! FOSNI GF1Ay3 002dzyd 2F (GKS 6SAIKGA
survey results will be within around % points ofthe views of the population that the sample
represents. Therefore, if everyone in the population had given their vithes, 13times-out-of-20 the
results would be withih% points of the survey estimate.

217 Given this context, when the report refers to rétsubased on the weighted data the results are given as
0KS LINBLR2NIAZ2Y 2F GNBaARSyGaédod !'ye NBadzZ Ga ol as
21LISY jdz2SadA2yYyYFANBO NBFSN ALISOAFAOFLEEE (2 GKS LN

Open questionnaire

218 The second form of quantitative engagement was the open questionnaire which was available for
anyone to complete; either viali K S @kfordshir€website (between 19 January and Z8February
2017) or through paper versions that were widely available in librariesatndunty hal(and they were
also available on request by post). The questionnaire was designed to be completed on the basis of the
issues presented in the discussioncdment- with questions about the case for amblaft proposal for
change.

219 Open questionnaires are important forms of engagement in being inclusive and in giving people an
opportunity to express their views; but they are not random sample surveys of a gpp@ulation- so
they cannot normally be expected to be representative of the general balance of opinion. For example,
the young are usually undeepresented while the elderly are ovweepresented; and thse who are
motivated against such proposals mogenerallyare also typically overepresented compared with
others.

220 5, 717responses were received, includif$62from individuals and5 on behalf of organisations
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Deliberativeengagement

Deliberative workshops with members of thalgic

ThemeetingsNB LI2 NIISR KSNB dzaSR | WRSfAOSNIGAOBSQ I LILINE
reflect in depth about thedraft proposalfor reorganising local government in Oxfordshivehile both

receiving and questioning background information and discussing itke#s in detail. The approach

taken in these sessions will be particularly important in shaping the final proposal as it was designed to
SyadaNB 1LJS2LJX S RS@PSt21ISR | Fdzff dzy RSNEGFYRAYy3a 27F
underlying attitudestowards it.

All the meetings lasted for around twanda-half hours and, in total88 members of the public
participated.

WORKSHOP TYPE/ DATE NUMBER OF
LOCATION ATTENDEES

West Oxfordshire (Witney 15" February 2017 18
Oxford City 16" February 2017 18

South Oxfordshire (Didcot) 16" February 2017 17
Cherwell (Banbury) 239 February 2017 16

Vale of White Horse (Abingdon) 23 February 2017 19

Local residents were recruited by randatigit telephone diallingtto landline and mobile numbers)
FNRBY hw{Qa {20Alf wSaSINOK /Iff /SyiNBo || gAy13
then written to - to confirm the invitation and the arrangements; and those who agreed to come then
received telephoner written reminders shortly before each meeting. Such recruitment by telephone is
an effective way of ensuring that the participants are independent and broadly representative of the
wider community.The aim was to achieve between 15 and 20 participamt®éch session, which was
achieved in all cases.

In line with standard industry practice, an incentive payment of £35 was offered to all participants to
further encourage a representative credasS Ot A2y 2F T GG SyYRSSa | yRalsi2 YAy
intended to cover any expenses incurred in attending the workshop, and as a gesture of thanks to
participants for giving their time.

Overall, the public participants were a broad crssstion of residents from the local areas and, as
standard good pactice, were recompensed for their time and efforts in travelling and taking part. In
recruitment, care was taken to ensure that no potential participants were disqualified or disadvantaged
by disabilities or any other factors, and the venues at whichwtbekshopsmet were readily accessible.

t S2LX SQa aLISOAlLf ySSRa ¢SNB (F 1Sy Aydaz2z |002dzi
telephone recruitment process was monitored to ensure social diversity in terms of a wide range of
criteria ¢ including,for example: gender; age; ethnicity; social grade; and disability/limiting-temg

illness (LLTNThe Cherwell meeting, held in Banbury, was the only forum in which the age profile of the
16 participans was imbalanced in favour oésidentsaged 45plus, perhaps partly due to the storm
(Doris) that night.
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Although, like all other forms of qualitativengagement deliberative workshops cannot be certified as
statistically representative samples of public opinion, the meetings reported here gave divenseers

of the public the opportunity to participate actively. Because the meetings were inclusive, the outcomes
are broadly indicative of how informed opinion would incline on the basis of similar discussions.

The Agenda

All forums began, for the sake obntext and consistency, with concise review of the current council
setup acrosOxfordshire Following this, theprospect ofreducing the number of councifsom sixto
onewas considered in detailhroughout, dscussion was stimulated via a presentation devised by ORS
to inform and encourage dialogue on the issu@sd participants were encouraged to ask any questions
they wished throughout the sessions.

OCC raetings

As part of the engagement process, OCC uiowé:
42 drophAy S@Syiad Ay hEFT2NRAKANBQ&E fAONINASaA (2
LIS2 L) SQ&a ljdzSatAazya FyR GF1S FSSRol O1T
Three events for parishes, one for towouncilsand largerparish councils and a small

number of adhoc meetings and awersationswith local councils whohave requested
them;

One workshop for children and young peogad presentations to a number of different
meetings, including:the Oxford 50+ networkthe Age UKSaocial Car®anej and My Life
My Choice

Written submissions

A number of stakeholdershoseto submit detiled written responses on thdraft proposalto the
county @uncil and some directly to the Secretary of State, copie@@C Such submissions are still
forthcoming andare beingfully consideredoy OCGilongsidethis engagement report.

Mailbox communications

OCC also received the followi®2 YYdzy A Ol GA2ya (2 AilG& WYhyS hET2NJ
mailboxes

ONE OXFORDSHIRE MAILBOX

Parish and Town Council 12 24
District Council 0 3
Individual 13 7
Political Party 0 2
Health 0 2
Business 1 1
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Education 1 1
Voluntary and Community 0 2
Public Sector 0 1

Union 1 0

Staff 1 2
TOTAL 29 45

BETTER OXFORDSHIRE MAILBOX

QUESTION COMMENT

Parlsh and Town Councll 5 2
Individual 0 2
Business 0 1

TOTAL 5 5

Nature ofengagement

Proportional and fair

238 h [/ [/ Q& Sy 3l FaBiMe was condni@nibdst that is, it was open, accessible and fair to
stakeholders acros®xfordshire. The procesgas also proportional to the importance of the issues and
conforms with good practice, both in its overall scale and in the balance of elements included. The key
good practice requirements for propeengagement programmes (as with formal consultation
programmeshre that they should:

Be conducted at a formative stage, before decisions are taken;
Allow sufficient time for people to participate and respond;

Provide the public and stakeholders with enough background infoonat allow them
to consider the issues and adyaft proposals intelligently and critically; and

Be properly taken into consideration before decisions are finally taken.

22 ¢ 1Sy G23SGKSNE (KSAaS F2dzNJ St SYSy (i aautRadities dzOK (2 &

Accountability

233 Engagemenshould promote accountability and assist decisinaking Public bodies should give an
account of their plans or proposals and they should ensure that all responses are taken into account in
order to:

Be informed ofany issues, viewpoints, implications or options that might have been
overlooked;

Reevaluate matters already known; and
Review priorities and principles.
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Nonetheless,this does not mean thakngagement processes such as thige referenda. Properly
undersbod, accountability means that public authorities should give an account of their plans and take
into account public views: they should conduct fair and accessibtggementwhile reporting the
outcomes openly and considering them fully. This does not it the majority views should
automatically decide public policyand the popularity or unpopularity of draft proposals should not
displace professional and political judgement about what is the right or best decision in the
circumstances. The levels, @nd reasons for, public support or opposition are very important, but as
O2yaARSNY} GA2ya G2 0S GIF1Sy Ayda2 | 002dzyiasz yz2a I a

For the public bodis considering the outcomes of engagemehte key qustion is notWhich proposal
has most support®ut, Are the reasons for the popularity or unpopularity of the proposals codent?
this context,0OCCand ORS were clear that this importarigagemeniprogramme should include both
W2 LISY Q | YR Redth ik or@&Ndaliow g8y p&opl& ty take part via the open questionnaire
while promoting informed engagement via the deliberativerkshops

Engagementvith informed audiencesyho have the opportunity to question and test theigence for
particular poposalsis especially valuable. Ahgagemenelements are important and none should be
disregarded, but the delibative workshops and other meetingare particularly worthy of
O2y&ARSNIGA2Y 0680l dzasS (KS& SELX 2 ddinionKS | NHdzYSy i &

Interpreting theoutcomes

Importantly, the different engagememhethods cannot just be combined to yield a single point of view
on the future ofOxfordshir@ & dzy OAf & G KIF G NBEO2y OAt Sa S@OSNER2ySQa
stakeholders involvedThere are two main reasons why this is not possibiest, the engagement
methods differ in typethey are qualitatively different and their outcomes cannot be just aggregated
into a single result. Second, the different aseand sb-groups will inevitably have different
perspectives on théraft reconfigurationproposalsand there is no formula in thengagemenprocess
GKFG OFy NBO2yOAftS SOSNER2ySQa RAFTFSNByOSa Ay |
It is also important to recognise that the aames of theengagementprocess will need to be
considered alongside other information available about the likely impatie@f®ne Oxfordshir€draft
proposal Whilst the process highlights aspects of this information that stakeholders consider to be
important, appropriate emphasishouldbe placed on each element. In this sense there can be no single
WNR IKGQ Ayl S NehRénerdtclethghts andl othef ibformatio in the decisiomaking
process.

Thereport

This report reviews the sentiments and judgements of respondents and participanks/onh dpait
proposalfor reorganising local government in Oxfordshikéerbatim quotations are used, in indented
italics, not because we agree or disagree with thdwt for their vividness in capturing recurrent points
of view. ORS does not endoraryopinions, but seeks only to portray them accurately and clearly. The
report is an interpretative summary of the issues raised by participants.

ORS is clear that its roletis analyse and explain the opinions and arguments of the many different
AYOSNBaGa LINIAOALI GAYI Ay G(KS diaffddpadd. ndhis fieport,d dzii
we seek to profile the opinions and arguments of those who have respormditet engagement, but
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not to make any recommendations as to how the reported results should be used. Whilst this report
brings together a wide range of evidence for the councils to consider, decisions must be taken based on
all the evidence available.
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3.Red RSy aQ { dzZNIBSé

The Survey

Where a population is large, as in the case of Oxfordshire, it is impractical to obtain the views of all
residents. In these circumstances it is normal to carry out a survey to estimate what the result would be
if the views of theentire population had been asked.

Assuch,afac®-FI OS NBaARSy(iaQ adaNIWSe ¢l & dzyRSNIF 1Sy 6A
a broadly representative profile of opinions across Oxfordshire was achiesied the same core
questions as in thepen questionnaire.

ORS staff conducted 8Gtructured faceto-face interviews betweeith and 19th February2017 using

/ 2YLJzG SNJ ! 3aAa0SR t SNER2Y Il f, oAyiKS NIIAISSHNIAAS 66 W/ A2tyLR
R22NERISLIQ 2N AyYy. TNSEneR waR Sofiducied usk@ & §uata controlled sampling
approach, to ensure a broadly representative sample across Oxfordshire.

Weighting the Data

The extent to which results can be generalised from a sample depends on how well the sample
represents the poplation from which it is drawn, and different types of people in different places may
have been more or less likely to take part. This is known as response bias, and can be corrected through
a process of statistical weighting.

During this process, the dergmphic characteristics of respondents were compared against data for the
whole population (in this instance, frothe city and four districts in Oxfordshire) identify which types

of people were more or less likely to take part in the survey. Statistieaghts were then calculated and
applied to the data so that the survey results are broadly consistent with the overall population.

The eturned sample was checked against comparative dataOxfordshire (from 2015 MiYear
Population Estimates, CensR811, and Annual Population Survey data for the year ending September
2016),for age interbckedwith student status for 1&€4s, gender intedckedwith age, tenure ethnic
group and working status, then subsequently weighted by tenure, working statusiceginoup, age
interlockedwith student status for 1&4s and gender interlaced with age all interlaced with distfict.
ensure that no individual respondent d@n unduly large influence on the overall survey resudtsap

of 5 was then applied and themfinal weight for district.

Survey results based on the weighted data are representative of the entire population across
Oxfordshire and broadly representative of the population within each distrigfter taking account of

the weighting process, we cdre 95% confident that the survey results will be witanound+5% points

of the views of the population that the sample represents. Therefore, if everyone irOtBedzy i & Q &
population had given their views, then dignes-out-of-20 the results would be with around 36 points

of the survey estimatéNB confidence intervals for results in each individual district will be somewhat
larger i.e. around10%or more).
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38 Given this context, when the report refers to results based on the weighted data the resufisraneas
GKS LINBLR2NIAZ2Y 2F GaNBaARSylGaédod !ye NBadzZ Ga ol as
2LISY 1jdzSadA2yyFANBO NBFSN aLISOAFAOLEEE (2 GKS LN

Respondent Profile

39 The tables on the following pages show the profilareltteristics of respondents to the survey. Please
note that the figures may not always sum to 100% due to rounding.

310 During the weighting process, it is important to ensure that no individual respondent has an unduly
large influence onthe overallsurveyS & dzf G ax a2 GKS adladAradcgAort ¢SAIK
data may not be identical to the comparative data even after it has been weighted.

Figurel: wS & A RSy (1 4 Q a @ehigighted aNdneigbeeyl) arflésident population by district, age, genderworking
status, ethnic group,and tenure(Note: Percentages may not sum due to rounding)

Characteristic Unweighted Unweighted Weighted Resident
Count Valid % Valid % Population %

BY DISTRICT
Cherwell 100 20 21 21
Oxford 120 24 24 24
South Oxfordshire 100 20 20 20
Vale of White Horse 103 21 19 19
West Oxfordshire 79 16 16 16
Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100%
BY AGE
16-24 58 12 15 15
25-34 100 20 17 17
3544 83 17 16 16
4554 80 16 17 17
55-64 71 14 13 13
65+ 110 22 22 21
Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100%
BY GENDER
Male 244 49 49 49
Female 258 51 51 51
Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100%
BY WORKING STATUS
Working 318 63 60 63
Retired 124 25 23 19
Other 60 12 17 17
Totalvalid responses 502 100% 100% 100%
BY TENURE
Oown 359 72 67 68
Rent from a social landlord 53 11 13 13
Rent from a private landlord 90 18 20 19
Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100%

BY ETHNIC GROUP
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White 463 92 91 92
Nonwhite 39 8 9 8
Totalvalid responses 502 100% 100% 100%

Interpretation of the Data

Graphics are used extensively in this report to make it as user friendly as possible. The pie charts and
other graphics show the proportions (percentages) of respondents making relessponses. Where
Ll2aaAof Sy GKS O2f2dz2NB 2F (KS OKIFNIa KIFI@S o6SSy ai

1  Green shades represent positive responses
Beige and purple/blue shades represent neither positive nor negative responses

Red shades represenegative responses

= =4 =2

¢KS 02f RSNJ aKIRSa FNB dzaSR (2 KAIKEAIKEG N
satisfied or very dissatisfied

2 KSNB LISNOSyiGl3IsSa R2 y20G &adzy G2 mnnX GKA&A YlL& 0o
1y26é Ola @utipliNansSvarg Throughout the volume an asterisk (*) denotes any value less
than half a per cent.

In some cases figures of 2% or below have been excluded from graphs.

The base numbers provided alongside each chart show the unweighted number of responses on which
NBadzZ G§a FNB o6FaSR 6WR2y Qi 1y26Q YR WYAdaAydaQ NX
this also accounts for the variation in base sizesstbe different charts).

It should be remembered that a sample, and not the entire populatidnOxfordshire has been
interviewed. In consequence, all results are subject to sampling tolerances, which means that not all
differences are statistically sidicant. When considering changes in responses between different
groups within the population, differences have been analysed using appropriate statistical means to
OKSO1 F2NJ adlFrdAadAolrt aAAIYATFTAOIFIYOS coidabsuwieeii KI |
of confidence.

SATTSNBYOSa GKFG FNB y2d 4FAR G2 68 WAAIYATAOL Y
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Main findings

To what extent do you agree or disagree that there is a need to reorganise local government in
Oxfordshire?

Figure2: Agreement and disagreement with the need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire.

Strongly disagree
10% Strongly agree
\ 20%

Tend to disagree
8%

/

~

Neither agree nor disagree
13% B

\
Tend to agree
49%

Base: All Resident&94)

317 Residents were given a short introduction explaining the changes to government funding and the need
for the councils to make savings, as well as explaining the increased demand for social care and its
associated pressures. Residents were then asked thenexd which they agreed or disagreed that
there is a need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire.

318 Qverall seven out of temmesidents(70%)agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in
Oxfordshire, whereasearly a fifth (18%9f residents disagree(Figure2).
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Figure3: Agreement and disagreement with the need to reorganise local government acros®r@shire by district/city
council area.

Overall (494) 49 13 8
Cherwell (100) | 46 | 7 1
Oxford (116) | 50 | 20 8
South Oxfordshire (98) 5(|i | 16 ‘ 5
Vale of White Horse (103) | 45 | 12 ‘ -
West Oxfordshire (77) | 49 | 6 -
0% 20% 40|% 60|% 8(‘)% 100%
m Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree nor disagree
m Tend to disagree m Strongly disagree

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets)

319 AsFigure3 shows, at least two thirds of residents in each district/city council area agreed with the need
to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire.

320 Levels of agreement ranged from 67% in South Oxfordshire, to 73% in West Oxfordshire. In the three
remaining aeas (i.e. Cherwell, Oxford and Vale of White Horse), 70% of residents agreed.

321 1t is worth noting that more than a fifth of residents in Cherwell (23%) and West Oxfordshire (22%)
disagreed with the draft proposal, whilst a fifth (20%) of residents in Oxfaither agreed nor
disagreed.
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Figure4: Demographic differences in agreement with the need to reorganise local government across Oxfordshire.

Overall (494)] 70
By Age-
16-24 (55)] 71 +1
25-34(98)] 73 +3
35-44 (82)] 72 +2
45-54 (80) | 67 =2
55-64 (70)] 66 -4
65+ (109)] 69 -0
By Gender |
Male (240)] 67 -3
Female (254) 72 +2
By Working Status|
Permanently retired (123) | 68 -2
Otherwise not working (57) | 58 -12
Working (314)] 73 +4
By Tenure|
Own outright (231)] 74 +4
Own with mortgage or loan (124)] 67 -3
Rent from a social landlord (52)] 56 14
Rent from a private landlord (82)_ 73 +4
By Ethnic Group |
White (458)| 70 0
Non-white (36)| 65 5
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

% of residents who agreed

Significantly above average Significantly below average
Not significantly different from average No significance test performed (not enough cases)

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets)

322 The chart above Higure 4) shows howlevels of agreementvaried across different demographic
subgroups of residenjswith the column on the right showing the differences between each subgroup
and the overall resultlt can be seen that there are no statistically significant differences from the
overall result.
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¢2 oKIG SEGSYdl R2 @2dz INBS 2NJ RA&IFANBS sAGK
all council services in your particular area?

[aiN

328 The questionaire was designed to help inform the decisiért { Ay 3 LINR OS&aaT a2 I Fi:
views on the need (or otherwise) to reorganise local government across Oxfordshire, it then sought to
establish the extent of agreement or disagreement with the prilecqf a unitary council providing all
council services across Oxfordshire in order to further establish the overall support for or opposition to
change.

Figure5: Agreement and disagreement with the principle that Wdzy A (i I NI G@QXdHR LINER SARS | f ¢
NEE&ARSYGA&Q LI NI AOdzt  NJ I NBI @

Strongly disagree
11% Strongly agree
b 22%

Tend to disagree
9%

/

~

Neither agree nor disagree
13% -

\
Tend to agree
45%

Base: All Resident&98)

324 Around two thirds of residents §7%) agreed with principle that @nitary council should provide all
council services in their arga fifth (20%) disagreedrigure5).

33



Opinion Research Services Oxfordshire County Council 8 ONE Oxfordshire Engagement 2017 March 2017

Figure 6: Agreement and disagrement with the principle that aWdzy A G F NB O2dzy OAf Q &Kz2dzZ R LINE G
NEAARSYy(GaQ LI NIOAOdzZ I NJ I NSI o6& RAAGNAROGkOA(GE O2dzyOAf I NBI o
| | |

Overall (498) _ 45
Cherwell (100) _| ‘ 41 ‘
Oxford (119) [NIERN | ‘ 51 ‘
South Oxfordshire (99) _| ‘ 43 ‘
Vale of White Horse (102) _| ‘ 45 ‘
West Oxfordshire (78) _| ‘42 ‘ 10
0% 20|% 4(;% 60!% 80% 100%
m Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree nor disagree
w Tend to disagree m Strongly disagree

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets)

325 Figure6 shows the breakdown of views by district/city council area. The level of agreement varied from
62% in West Oxfordshire, to 70% in Vale of White Horse; therefore an absolute majority of residents
agreed in each of the five areas.

326 Around two thirds of residents in Oxford (68%), South Oxfordshire (67%) and Cherwell (66%) agreed
with the principle that a unitary council should provide all council services.
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Figure7: Demographic differences in agreement with tHaINJA y OA LIt S G KIF G + WdzyAdl NB O2dzy OAt Q
AY NBAARSY({&Q LI NI AOdzZ F NJ I NBI
Overall (498)] 67
| |
16-24 (58) 71 +4
25-34 (98)] 72 +5
35-44 (82) | 69 +2
45-54 (79)] 62 -5
55-64 (71)] 65 1
65+ (110) | 63 -4
By Gender: | | |
Male (240) 65 -1
Female (258) | 68 +1
By Working Status: | | |
Permanently retired (124) 61 -6
Otherwise not working (60) | 62 -5
Working (314) | 70 +4
By Tenure| |
Own outright (233) 67 0
Own with a mortgage or loan (122)| 68 +1
Rent from a social landlord (53) ] 56 | -11
Rent from a private landlord (85) 73 +6
By Ethnic Group | |
White (459) 67 0
Non-white (39) | 66 =L
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

% of residents who agreed

Significantly above average Significantly below average
Not significantly different from average No significance test performed (not enough cases)

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets)
321 Figure7 above shows how the responses iegracross different demographic subgroups of residents

with the column on the right showing the differences between each subgroup and the overall tesult
can be seen that there are no statistically significgifferences from the overall result.
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If local government was changed in Oxfordshire, how important or unimportant would the
following be to you: simpler local government; better services; more local accountability; and
lower running costs?

3 ¢ KS 1| dz§Sa G A 2 yy | Aviedthabtire kst way/fénward lis/to/ abodish the current six councils
YR ONBIFGS 2yS ySg Wde/df OifokiBhireOch dag Graund® that théldouhélS &
believes thisvould be simpler, better for servicesore local and cost less to run.

WWwSAARSY(Ga 6SNB GKSY a1 SR K2g AYLERNIFYyG WaAYLIH
I O02dzyGlroAfAGREQ YR Wt 2 ¢S NJIf Ndygiverirfent @a@sachaagad i 2 dzt
hET2NRaKANBDE

Figure8:t SNOSA QPSR AYLRNIFYOS YR dzyAYLERNIIYOS 2F WaAYLI SNJ t 20! ¢
FYR WE26SN) NdzyyAaAy3d Oz2adtaq

I & o 1Y

Base: Alfesidents(number shown in brackets)

3% AsFigure8a K2 gax £t F2dzNJ 2F GKS | aLlSoOda ¢gSNB FStid G2
four fifths of residents, and an absolute majority it OK ¢ 2 dzf YRLIZONSU FGUESNES A

B HhPSNI > Y2adG AYLRNIFYyOS é6la FadlF OKSR G2 WwWoSdidSN

S ECKAA ol a F2ft26SR 08 WY2NBNUn2yOUy3 | @eORMAyQD F ®WTEAGR
IJ2PSNYYSY(IQ oO0yT120d






























































































































































































