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1. Executive Summary  
Summary of main findings 

The commission 

1.1 Oxfordshire County Council (henceforth OCC) is seeking the views of residents and other stakeholders 

about the future structure of local government across the county - and particularly on whether the 

current two-ǘƛŜǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǎƛȄ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 

wide-ranging engagement was designed to inform Oxfordshire residents 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. 

1.2 Opinion Research Services (ORS) is a spin-out company from Swansea University with a UK-wide 

reputation for social research particularly major statutory consultations (including the recent successful 

consultation on local government reorganisation for all nine local authorities in Dorset) and engagement 

processes such as this. ORS was appointed by OCC to advise on and independently manage and report 

important aspects of the engagement programme. 

The engagement process 

1.3 The engagement period started on 19th January 2017 and ended on 28th 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 questionnaire was 

available online and paper questionnaires were widely circulated in libraries and at county hall ς 

and east read documents were available on request; 

A face-to-face residentsΩ survey based on 500 interviews representative at a county level: to 

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

within each district/city council area; 

CƛǾŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ όƻƴŜ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƛǘȅκŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀǊŜŀύ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎǊƻǎǎ-

section of members of the public; 

42 drop-ƛƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩǎ ƭƛōǊaries;  

Direct communications, meetings and one-to-one conversations with a large number of 

individual stakeholders and stakeholder groups and organisations from different sectors 

including: Government departments and ministers, statutory bodies, local councils, 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 OCC; and 

Wide ranging communications activity including microsite, press releases, social media 

(Facebook Instragram, Twitter, YouTube), advertising and direct email/mail).  

1.4 The engagement programme was successful in achieving well over 6,000 responses: including 5,717 

ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ рло ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ уу ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ 

attended the five area-based workshops and OCC engaged with many more people through its own 

internal programme of engagement.  

Building on conversations 

1.5 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 current local government system; opportunities created by 

devolution; and important factors to consider when designing any new unitary authority.  

1.6 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 Public Scrutiny and other advisors;  

Establishing a Stakeholder Advisory Group comprising key local stakeholder organisations 

from Business, the Voluntary and Community Sector, Health, Police, Fire & Rescue, 

Education and others;  

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

! ǇǳōƭƛŎ ΨŎŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩ όƭŜŘ ōȅ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ DǊŀƴǘ ¢ƘƻǊƴǘƻƴύ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ снс ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ 

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. 

1.7 Furthermore, two public focus groups were held - ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŀǘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ 

{ƘŀƪŜ ¦ǇΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǎŜǾŜƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǘŀƭƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƻǿƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

ŎƻǳƭŘ Ǉƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ƘŀƪŜ ¦ǇΩ ƎŀƳŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀƴ 

associated website and the aforementioned game was available online.  

Proportional and fair 

1.8 The key good practice requirements for proper engagement programmes (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 background information to allow them 

to consider the issues and any proposals intelligently and critically; and 

Be properly taken into consideration before decisions are finally taken. 

1.9 As a well-established and specialist social research practice with wide-ranging experience of 

controversial statutory consultations and engagement processes across the UK, ORS is able to certify 
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that the process undertaken by Oxfordshire County Council meets these standards. Overall, ORS has no 

doubt that the engagement programme has been conscientious, competent and comprehensive in 

eliciting opinions. It was open, accessible and fair to all stakeholders across Oxfordshire; and it conforms 

ǿƛǘƘ ΨōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ƛǘǎ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

was also proportional to the importance of the issues. 

Nature of engagement 

Accountability 

1.10 Accountability means that public authorities should give an account of their plans and take into account 

public views: they should conduct fair and accessible engagement while reporting the outcomes openly 

and considering them fully.  

1.11 This does not mean that the majority views should automatically decide public policy; and 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 of, and reasons for, public support or 

opposition are very important, but as considerations to be taken into account, not as factors that 

ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ !ōƻǾŜ ŀƭƭΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 

cogency of the arguments put forward during public engagement processes, not just count heads. 

The report 

1.12 This executive summary report summarises the engagement outcomes to highlight the overall balance 

of opinions. We encourage people to read the full report for more detailed insights and to get a better 

understanding of the assumptions, arguments, conclusions and feelings about the possible 

reconfiguration of local government across Oxfordshire. The full report considers the feedback from 

each element of the engagement programme in turn (which can at times be repetitive given that similar 

issues emerged across the different strands) and provides a full evidence-base for those considering the 

engagement and its findings. We trust that both this summary and full report will be helpful to all 

concerned. 

1.13 ORS is clear that its role is to analyse and explain the opinions and arguments of the many different 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ΨƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŎŀǎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ draft proposal. In this 

report, we seek to profile the opinions and arguments of those who have responded, 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 based on all the evidence available.  

Main findings 

The need for change 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

1.14 Seven out of ten residents (70%) agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in 

Oxfordshire, whereas nearly a fifth (18%) disagreed. 

1.15 At least two thirds of residents in each district/city council area agreed with 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 

1.16 Nearly two-fifths of individuals (38%) who responded, including respondents within and outside the 

overall Oxfordshire area, agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire, 

whereas an absolute majority of respondents (56%) disagreed. 

1.17 An absolute majority of individual respondents in two areas agreed with the need to reorganise local 

government in Oxfordshire: South Oxfordshire (60%) and Vale of White Horse (59%). 

1.18 Fewer individuals agreed in the remaining Oxfordshire areas: Cherwell (44%), Oxford (35%) and West 

Oxfordshire (26%). Moreover, in these three areas, absolute majorities disagreed (52% in Cherwell, 58% 

in Oxford and 69% in West Oxfordshire). 

A unitary authority in principle 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

1.19 Around two thirds of residents (67%) agreed with principle that a unitary council should provide all 

council services in their area; a fifth (20%) disagreed. 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. 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. 

Open questionnaire 

1.20 Three out of ten respondents (30%) agreed with the principle that a unitary council should provide all 

council services in their area; however, around two thirds of respondents disagreed (66%), and an 

absolute majority (57%) strongly disagreed. 

1.21 More than half of respondents in Vale of White Horse (53%) and South Oxfordshire (52%) agreed with 

the principle that a unitary council should provide all council services in their area; however, more than 

two-fifths disagreed (44% in South Oxfordshire and 42% in Vale of White Horse). 

1.22 Fewer respondents agreed in Cherwell (37%), Oxford (28%) and West Oxfordshire (18%). Furthermore, 

at least three-fifths disagreed in each of these areas: 60% in Cherwell, 68% in Oxford, and 80% in West 

Oxfordshire. 

Criteria for change 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

1.23 As in the engagement questionnaire, rŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΣ 

ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΣ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ƛŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΦέ All four of these aspects were felt to be important (either 

ΨǾŜǊȅΩ ƻǊ ΨŦŀƛǊƭȅΩύ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻǳǊ ŦƛŦǘƘǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ŦŜƭǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΩΦ hǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǘƘƻǳƎƘΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ όфн҈ύ - ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ΨƳƻǊŜ 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όуу҈ύΣ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ όут҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ όут҈ύΦ  
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1.24 In all district/city council areas, significant majorities of residents considered each factor to be 

important. ¢ƘŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ фу҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŦŜƭǘ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ 

were important. 

Open questionnaire 

1.25 Respondents were asked how impoǊǘŀƴǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΣ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΣ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ƛŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ 

hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΦέ  

1.26 hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ όур҈ύ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όул҈ύΦ !ōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ - 65% and 60% respectively -regarded these as 

ΨǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΩΦ 

1.27 !ōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ όст҈ύ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ όрр҈ύ 

would be important - ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ όнп҈ύ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳƴƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ 

1.28 !ǊƻǳƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǘƘƛǊŘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ όст҈ύ ŀƴŘ ±ŀƭŜ ƻŦ ²ƘƛǘŜ IƻǊǎŜ όст҈ύ ŦŜƭǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōe important, as did half or more in the remaining Oxfordshire areas: Cherwell 

(58%), West Oxfordshire (52%) and Oxford (50%). 

1.29 aƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻǳǊ ŦƛŦǘƘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘκŎƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ 

would be important. The results were slightly higher in South Oxfordshire (89%) and Vale of White 

Horse compared to the remaining three areas of Oxfordshire (all 85%).  

1.30 {ǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘκŎƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

accountabilƛǘȅΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΥ {ƻǳǘƘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ όун҈ύΣ ²Ŝǎǘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ όум҈ύΣ ±ŀƭŜ ƻŦ ²ƘƛǘŜ 

Horse (81%), Cherwell (81%) and Oxford (77%).  

1.31 Around seven out of ten or more individuals responding from South Oxfordshire (76%), Vale of White 

Horse (74%), Cherwell όтн҈ύ ŀƴŘ ²Ŝǎǘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ όсф҈ύ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

important. The proportion of individuals in Oxford with this view was slightly lower (57%), but still an 

absolute majority. 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ and OCC Meetings 

1.32 When asked about the relative importance of the four aforementioned criteria for the future of local 

government in Oxfordshire, the overwhelming majority of workshop participants agreed tƘŀǘ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ ǿŀǎ most important and that savings arising from a unitary authority should be re-invested to 

enable improvements. Views were mixed on the relative importance of the other three criteria. 

From six councils to one? 

Reducing the number of councils 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

1.33 Seven out of ten residents (70%) agreed with the 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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1.34 The highest levels of agreement were seen in West Oxfordshire (78%) and South 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%) disagreed with the draft proposal (as did a fifth - 20% - of residents in 

South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse). 

1.35 Nonetheless, an absolute majority of residents in each area agreed with the draft proposal on the basis 

of the information provided.  

Open questionnaire 

1.36 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). 

1.37 Levels of 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). 

1.38 Nearly a third of Cherwell 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% agreed; 79% disagreed). 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ and OCC meetings 

1.39 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 counting parish 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 reduced to 

create a single all-Oxfordshire ǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

table overleaf which shows the proportions of workshop participants who favoured, opposed or were 

unsure about change at different stages of the meetings. 

 
Some reduction in the number of 

councils? A single Unitary Council? 
Shift in 
favour/ 
against 

AREA For Unsure Against For Unsure Against  

West 
Oxfordshire 

4/18 10/18 4/18 10/18 0/18 8/18 +6 

Oxford City 2/18 11/18 5/18 7/18 5/18 6/18 +5 

South 
Oxfordshire 

5/17 4/17 8/17 11/17 4/17 2/17 +6 

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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1.40 Overall, there was a broad division of opinion across the ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ workshops, but generally the final 

opinions were more positive than negative - except in Cherwell which was the most critical group of all. 

In three of the other four groups - West Oxfordshire, Oxford City and South Oxfordshire - there was a 

positive shift in opinion during the meetings (ŦǊƻƳ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǾƛŜǿǎ) based upon a full 

ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ h//Ωǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ one unitary authority; whereas opinion shifted slightly in the other 

direction in Vale of White Horse (due to concerns about the radical nature of the proposal) and more 

ƳŀǊƪŜŘƭȅ ƛƴ /ƘŜǊǿŜƭƭ όōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŘƛǎƭƛƪŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ ƪŜȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ h//Ωǎ ŎŀǎŜύΦ 

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.   

1.41 As with the deliberative workshops, there was a broad division in opinion around whether the current 

six councils should be reduced from six to one unitary authority at the library drop-in events. Some 

people were very in favour of the draft proposal and some very much opposed, for example: views were 

positive overall at Wheatley, Littlemore, Stonesfield, Woodstock, Headington and Faringdon; but 

negative overall at Carterton, Charlbury, Cowley and Old Marston. In many other areas there was some 

positivity also, but this was tinged with underlying apathy towards local government and scepticism 

about change and the draft proposal itself. 

Reasons for keeping six councils 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ and open questionnaire 

1.42 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 save money 

Concerns about a loss of local accountability  

/ƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ όŜΦƎΦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨƴŜƎƭŜŎǘŜŘΩύΣ 

or on Oxford City (e.g. as a result of it having different political makeup to the rest of the county)  

Concerns about job losses 

Concerns about residents having to travel further to access services. 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ and OCC meetings 

1.43 Many of those who opposed a single unitary council were concerned about local democratic 

accountability: they felt that one unitary council would be too geographically and socially remote from 

ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ƻǊ ŎŀǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ; 

and also that fewer councillors would reduce local representation. Even those not opposed were 

concerned about these matters.  

1.44 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 

unconvinced of the draft proposal - partly due to their ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ h// ŀǎ ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ Ψ.ƛƎ 

.ǊƻǘƘŜǊΩ - and they did not think the Area Boards were sufficiently clear or sufficiently guaranteed to 

offset undesirable centralisation in a single unitary authority.  
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1.45 Many participants were ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘƛƭǳǘƛƴƎ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ: that is, with fewer 

ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭƭƻǊǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ άōƭǳŜ countyέ with reduced political diversity and fewer checks 

and balances. This was a particular concern in Oxford City, whose local political make-up diverges 

greatly from that of the rest of the county.  

1.46 Furthermore, it was said that the City has different social issues and needs to the rest of the county, 

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

give them sufficient focus (though in the rural areas people were concerned that a single unitary 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƻƻ άhȄŦƻǊŘ-ŎŜƴǘǊƛŎέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ). 

1.47 Some participants in most of the workshops thought the £20 million annual savings are not particularly 

significant in the context of the total revenue budget - and could be found through further efficiencies 

and economies within existing structures. Related 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 be άǎǿŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǳǇέ by the needs of social services.  

1.48 There were also worries that: council tax harmonisation might be controversial and difficult; the 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ΨŦǳǘǳǊŜ ΨǇǊƻƻŦΩΤ Ŏouncillor workloads could become so unmanageable that they are 

unable to focus sufficiently on local issues; transitory arrangements 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 sŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ΨŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴŀǊȅΩ ƻƴŜǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΦ  

1.49 Finally, it should be noted that a few people ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎΩ workshops and many 

at the library drop-ins felt they could neither support nor oppose a reduction to one unitary authority 

because they had not received enough information in the workshop on which to base their decision. 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ 

1.50 Positive comments about the proposals tended to comment on aspects such as: 

The importance of making financial savings, and an acceptance that the proposals can achieve this; 

The importance of a joined-up and effective approach; 

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

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻrkshops and OCC Meetings 

1.51 !ŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ŀƴŘ h// ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘhose supporting one unitary authority (and many 

of those who did not, but could see the need for rationalisation) felt that the case for change had been 

made: they had been persuaded by the financial and other evidence presented that reorganisation is 

both necessary and desirable to make savings and efficiencies, eliminate duplication and safeguard 

services.  

1.52 There was also recognition across the various sessions that reducing from nine to two councils could:  

SƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ άŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎέ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 

Oxfordshire for residents;  

Ensure easier and better co-operation, communication and integration between council 

departments, especially in terms of: developing and implementing a coherent county-wide 

planning strategy for housing, transport and employment; better safeguarding; and 
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ensuring easier working relationships with other public bodies such as the NHS and 

Thames Valley Police;  

Better enable the implementation of essential infrastructure improvements across the 

whole of Oxfordshire;  

²ƛŘŜƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ōȅ άƳŀƪƛƴƎ local politics more open to a 

ǿƛŘŜǊ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ŎƭŀǎǎΣ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΧέ ŀƴŘ 

Ensure fewer άŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎέ in financial terms (insofar as a budget controlled by one 

authority would allow it to άǇǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜέ).  

1.53 The importance of including Area Boards within the draft proposal should not be underestimated: in all 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΣ several of those initially opposed to reducing the number of councils (on the 

grounds of democratic accountability) were convinced of the merits of doing so, providing these boards 

have a central and tangible role to play within any new authority. There was even a sense that OCC 

should better emphasise Area Boards in order to ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ Řƛƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

political representation and the potential disregard of local needs and wants.  

1.54 Furthermore, there was some suggestion among parishes and town councils that five Area Boards may 

be insufficient - as well as a desire for much more information around how exactly they would work in 

terms of roles, responsibilities and powers and where they would be based.  

Alternative suggestions 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ 

1.55 Many respondents wanted to see the existing district/City councils maintained (and some wanted 

responsibilities transferred from the County Council to these other councils). 

1.56 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). 

1.57 Others suggested an alternative would be to make savings elsewhere, or reduce the number of 

councillors. 

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ and OCC meetings 

1.58 Some Cherwell and West and South Oxfordshire workshop participants were concerned about being 

offered what they described as a binary choice between retaining six councils and creating a single new 

one. While some agreed that change is ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ h//Ωǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ proposal to be too 

drastic and suggested that there must be somŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ άƛƴ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

1.59 The most commonly suggested alternative proposal was a two-unitary system: one covering the City and 

the other the rest of the county. Nonetheless, there was some recognition that the cƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

may not be sufficient to sustain a unitary council and that not including the city within a wider unitary 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƻǊ 

by far. 

1.60 hƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘƻƭŜǎŀƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

form of One Oxfordshire: άǿƘȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻǳǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŜŘ ƻǊ 
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ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿƻǊƪ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΚ /ŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƻƴŜǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ 

ŀŘŀǇǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭέΦ This view was also strongly supported by other 

participants.  

1.61 At the town council and 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 Oxfordshire)1. This hub and spoke model is founded on the premise that 

not one size fits all and is based around natural communities that vary in size and role - and the Area 

Action Partnerships are supported by officers, offer a role 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 Oxfordshire, though it was recognised that it has taken time to develop and embed. 

1.62 Other infrequent suggestions were to: introduce larger council tax rises to reduce funding gaps; abolish 

the county council to create three unitary councils based upon merging existing districts (suggestion 

made at Cherwell); cross-border collaboration with the Hampshire districts; and a more graduated 

approach to local government reorganisation by, for example, reducing to three councils in the first 

instance with the potential to decrease further should this prove successful. 

Other issues 

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

a primary concern for participants in the town council and parish meetings (and for some at the library 

drop-ins): the desire for more influence on both the implementation and ongoing function of a new 

authority was clear, as was a perceived need for improved feedback mechanisms between unitary 

councillors and town councils and parishes.  

1.64 It was said in the meeting for town councils and larger parishes that άǘƻǿƴ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ŀǊŜ fed up with 

paying for services that the county has droppedέ - and there was scepticism as to whether the required 

finance would materialise in the current financial climate. Unsurprisingly then, several questions were 

asked across the sessions around how exactly 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 

1.65 The engagement programme reported here was commissioned to understand levels of support for 

hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ - and to 

ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǎƻ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

concerns. The council will draw its own conclusions from the engagement and from the other evidence 

available for its consideration - so ORS does not intend to advise at this stage, but only to identify where 

there was general agreement or disagreement in the engagement process. 

1.66 ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŘƛǾŜǊƎŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅΥ ǿƘƛƭŜ 

only a quarter (24%) of respondents to the open questionnaire agreed with the draft proposals for a 

single unitary council covering the whole of Oxfordshire; almost three times as many respondent to the 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ- 70% - agreed.  

                                                           

 
1
 http://www.durham.gov.uk/article/1960/About-AAPs 

http://www.durham.gov.uk/article/1960/About-AAPs
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1.67 It should be noted that while open questionnaires are important engagement routes that are accessible 

ǘƻ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ΨǎǳǊǾŜȅǎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎΦ 

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 people while also 

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 mean that 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) about the 

proposed options. Nonetheless, we would recommend that the residents survey is the better guide to 

general public opinion. 

1.68 !ǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΣ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

final opinions were more positive 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 drop-ins, OCC-run meetings and stakeholder engagement: while many concerns 

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

1.69 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). All engagement 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 

ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎΦ  

1.70 Overall then, the engagement exercise reached a broad range of residents and stakeholders. As is to be 

expected, a range of different views were expressed, but and in answering the question of whether 

there is support for the draft reconfiguration proposal, it would be fair to say that each engagement 

strand demonstrates some support - and indeed majority support in the representative residents survey 

(which is the best guide to overall public opinion), and majority support in most of the deliberative 

workshops. 
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2. The Engagement Process 
Overview of the Engagement 

The commission 

2.1 Oxfordshire County Council (henceforth OCC) is seeking the views of residents and other stakeholders 

about the future structure of local government across the county - and particularly on whether the 

current two-tier system of six councils should be replaced with one unitary authority. The cƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 

wide-ranging engagement was designed to inform Oxfordshire residents 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. 

2.2 It should be noted that, on 6th February 2017, South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse District 

Councils gave their backing to the draft proposal2. They did so with a view that the draft proposal 

should be revised to include significant improvements that ensure the priorities of local communities 

are fully addressed - for example by:  

Strengthening the model of local accountability, with decisions taken at a much more local 

level than offered by the area executive board model; 

Ensuring locally held reserves are used for the benefit of local residents, while recognising 

the collective benefits of pooling resources to leverage investment; 

Commitment to a revised model of council tax harmonisation across the county over a 

reasonable period of time; 

Ensuring that the planning framework builds on existing and emerging local plans; and 

Establishing a housing company to ensure delivery of sustainable housing and 

infrastructure. 

2.3 Opinion Research Services (ORS) is a spin-out company from Swansea University with a UK-wide 

reputation for social research - particularly major statutory consultations (including the recent 

successful consultation on local government reorganisation for all nine local authorities in Dorset) and 

engagement processes such as this. ORS was appointed by OCC to advise on and independently manage 

and report important aspects of the engagement programme. 

The engagement process 

2.4 The engagement period ran for eight weeks, from 19th January 2016 until 28th February 2017and the 

full programme included all the following elements: 

                                                           

 
2
 http://www.oneoxfordshire.org/joint-statement-1 
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Independent research by ORS 

Advising on the engagement activity; 

Designing informative and interactive presentation material suitable for use at the 

deliberative workshops; 

Designing, implementing and analysing responses to online and/or paper versions of an 

open engagement questionnaire and a representative rŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ survey; 

Recruiting, facilitating and reporting five deliberative workshops with randomly selected 

members of the public; and 

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

material. 

h//Ωǎ additional engagement activity 

Developing the www.oneoxordshire.org  website to include contextual information, the 

discussion document, background documents, Frequently Asked Questions, myth busters, 

media releases and an online feedback form;  

Producing a summary discussion document for distribution to all libraries, parishes and 

town councils and available at county hall όǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎύ - as well as 

an easy read version for use at specific meetings;  

Undertaking: 

42 drop-ƛƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩǎ ƭƛōǊŀǊƛŜǎ to raise awareness of the draft 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ;  

Three events for parishes, one for town councils and larger parish councils and a 

small number of separate meetings and conversations with local councils who 

have requested one; and 

One workshop for children and young people and presentations to a number of 

different meetings ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ ǘƘŜ hȄ[9t .ƻŀǊŘΣ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ 

Association, the Age UK Social Care Panel; and My Life My Choice (learning 

disabilities charity); 

A Stakeholder Advisory Group meeting and a number of one-to-one conversations 

with stakeholders.  

Sending letters and emails to stakeholders and providing an email address for 

stakeholders to submit written responses (which was also given to the public on request); 

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

Providing:  

Digital communications (the ΨOne OxfordshireΩ microsite; headlines and news 

items on the OCC website; and social media activity via Facebook, Instagram, 

Twitter and YouTube); and  

Direct Communications (posters sent to all parishes and town councils for display; 

30,000 direct emails to adults aged 18+ across Oxfordshire;  approximately 2,000 

dirŜŎǘ ŜƳŀƛƭǎκƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ ±ƻƛŎŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ 

http://www.oneoxordshire.org/
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panel; and various eNewsletters (including the YourOxfordshire list which reaches 

over 8000 subscribers); and   

Media releases. 

2.5 Furthermore, ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ members have been working extensively within 

their communities to inform and engage as many people as possible around the draft proposal.  

Building on conversations 

2.6 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 current local government system; opportunities created by 

devolution; and important factors to consider when designing any new unitary authority.  

2.7 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 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, including a ǇǳōƭƛŎ ΨŎŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩ όƭŜŘ ōȅ 

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. 

2.8 Furthermore, two public focus groups were held - ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨDǊŜŀǘ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ 

{ƘŀƪŜ ¦ǇΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǎŜǾŜƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǘŀƭƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƻǿƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ to inform residents about two-tier 

local government and the possibility of reorganisation. There was also an associated website and online 

engagement opportunities.  

Quantitative engagement 

2.9 A discussion document outlining the issues under consideration was produced by OCC. With that 

foundation, ORS (in conjunction with OCC) then designed a questionnaire that was adapted for online 

and face-to-face formats and included sections inviting respondents to make any further comments and 

also to profile those responding.  

wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ survey 

2.10 The first form of quantitative engagement was the face-to-face doorstep ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ survey. The survey 

was undertaken with residents aged 16 and over to ensure that a broadly representative profile of 

opinions across Oxfordshire was achieved about the same core questions as in the open questionnaire.  

2.11 ORS staff conducted 500 structured face-to-face interviews between 5th and 19th February 2017 using 

/ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ tŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ όΨ/!tLΩύ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǉǳƻǘŀ 

controlled sampling approach, to ensure a broadly representative sample across Oxfordshire. 
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2.12 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 known as response bias, and can be corrected through 

a process of statistical weighting. 

2.13 During this process, the demographic characteristics of respondents were compared against data for the 

whole population (in this instance, from Oxfordshire) to identify which types of people were more or 

less likely to take part in the survey. Statistical weights were then calculated and applied to the data so 

that the survey results are broadly consistent with the overall population. 

2.14 During the weighting process, it is important to ensure that no individual respondent has an unduly 

ƭŀǊƎŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǿŜƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ΨŎŀǇǇŜŘΩΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

data may not be identical to the comparative data even after it has been weighted.   

2.15 The survey data, once weighted, is representative of the population of Oxfordshire and the survey 

results provide a statistically reliable estimate of the views of the cƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΦ 

2.16 Survey results based on the weighted data are broadly representative of the entire population across 

hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ фр҈ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

survey results will be within around ±5% points of the views of the population that the sample 

represents. Therefore, if everyone in the population had given their views, then 19-times-out-of-20 the 

results would be within 5% points of the survey estimate. 

2.17 Given this context, when the report refers to results based on the weighted data the results are given as 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎέΦ !ƴȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǳƴǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ Řŀǘŀ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜύ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎέΦ 

Open questionnaire  

2.18 The second form of quantitative engagement was the open questionnaire which was available for 

anyone to complete ς either via ǘƘŜ ΨhƴŜ OxfordshireΩ website (between 19th January and 28th February 

2017) or through paper versions that were widely available in libraries and at county hall (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 discussion document - with questions about the case for and draft proposal for 

change.  

2.19 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 given population - so 

they cannot normally be expected to be representative of the general balance of opinion. For example, 

the young are usually under-represented while the elderly are over-represented; and those who are 

motivated against such proposals more generally are also typically over-represented compared with 

others.  

2.20 5,717 responses were received, including 5,662 from individuals and 55 on behalf of organisations.  
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Deliberative engagement 

Deliberative workshops with members of the public 

2.21 The meetings ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀ ΨŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻ 

reflect in depth about the draft proposal for reorganising local government in Oxfordshire, while both 

receiving and questioning background information and discussing their ideas in detail. The approach 

taken in these sessions will be particularly important in shaping the final proposal as it was designed to 

ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

underlying attitudes towards it.  

2.22 All the meetings lasted for around two-and-a-half hours and, in total, 88 members of the public 

participated. 

WORKSHOP TYPE/                                    
LOCATION 

DATE 
NUMBER OF 
ATTENDEES 

West Oxfordshire (Witney) 15th February 2017 18 

Oxford City 16th February 2017 18 

South Oxfordshire (Didcot) 16th February 2017 17 

Cherwell (Banbury) 23rd February 2017 16 

Vale of White Horse (Abingdon) 23rd February 2017 19 

2.23 Local residents were recruited by random-digit telephone dialling (to landline and mobile numbers) 

ŦǊƻƳ hw{Ωǎ {ƻŎƛŀƭ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ŀƭƭ /ŜƴǘǊŜΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇƘƻƴŜΣ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

then written to - to confirm the invitation and the arrangements; and those who agreed to come then 

received telephone or 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 participants for each session, which was 

achieved in all cases.    

2.24 In line with standard industry practice, an incentive payment of £35 was offered to all participants to 

further encourage a representative cross-ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜ ΨŘǊƻǇƻǳǘǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ also 

intended to cover any expenses incurred in attending the workshop, and as a gesture of thanks to 

participants for giving their time. 

2.25 Overall, the public participants were a broad cross-section of residents from the local areas and, as 

standard good practice, 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 which the workshops met were readily accessible. 

tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜƴǳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŀƴŘƻƳ 

telephone recruitment process was monitored to ensure social diversity in terms of a wide range of 

criteria ς including, for example: gender; age; ethnicity; social grade; and disability/limiting long-term 

illness (LLTI).  The Cherwell meeting, held in Banbury, was the only forum in which the age profile of the 

16 participants was imbalanced in favour of residents aged 45-plus, perhaps partly due to the storm 

(Doris) that night. 
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2.26 Although, like all other forms of qualitative engagement, deliberative workshops cannot be certified as 

statistically representative samples of public opinion, the meetings reported here gave diverse members 

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 

2.27 All forums began, for the sake of context and consistency, with a concise review of the current council 

set-up across Oxfordshire. Following this, the prospect of reducing the number of councils from six to 

one was considered in detail. Throughout, discussion was stimulated via a presentation devised by ORS 

to inform and encourage dialogue on the issues - and participants were encouraged to ask any questions 

they wished throughout the sessions.  

OCC meetings 

2.28 As part of the engagement process, OCC undertook:   

42 drop-ƛƴ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩǎ ƭƛōǊŀǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪΤ  

Three events for parishes, one for town councils and larger parish councils and a small 

number of ad-hoc meetings and conversations with local councils who have requested 

them;  

One workshop for children and young people and presentations to a number of different 

meetings, including: the Oxford 50+ network; the Age UK Social Care Panel; and My Life 

My Choice.  

Written submissions 

2.29 A number of stakeholders chose to submit detailed written responses on the draft proposal to the 

county council and some directly to the Secretary of State, copied to OCC. Such submissions are still 

forthcoming and are being fully considered by OCC alongside this engagement report. 

Mailbox communications 

2.30 OCC also received the following ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ΨhƴŜ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ.ŜǘǘŜǊ hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΩ 

mailboxes. 

ONE OXFORDSHIRE MAILBOX 

 QUESTION COMMENT 

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 

Parish and Town Council 5 2 

Individual 0 2 

Business 0 1 

TOTAL 5 5 

Nature of engagement 

Proportional and fair 

2.31 h//Ωǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊamme was conscientious: that is, it was open, accessible and fair to 

stakeholders across Oxfordshire. The process was 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 proper engagement programmes (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 background information to allow them 

to consider the issues and any draft proposals intelligently and critically; and 

Be properly taken into consideration before decisions are finally taken. 

2.32 ¢ŀƪŜƴ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƻǳǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ Řƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ΨŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ authorities.  

Accountability 

2.33 Engagement should promote accountability and assist decision-making. 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 of any issues, viewpoints, implications or options that might have been 
overlooked; 

Re-evaluate matters already known; and 

Review priorities and principles. 
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2.34 Nonetheless, this does not mean that engagement processes such as this are referenda. Properly 

understood, accountability means that public authorities should give an account of their plans and 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 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 of, and reasons for, public support or opposition are very important, but as 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ  

2.35 For the public bodies considering the outcomes of engagement, the key question is not Which proposal 

has most support? but, Are the reasons for the popularity or unpopularity of the proposals cogent? In 

this context, OCC and ORS were clear that this important engagement programme should include both 

ΨƻǇŜƴΩ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƭŜƳents in order to allow many people to take part via the open questionnaire 

while promoting informed engagement via the deliberative workshops.  

2.36 Engagement with informed audiences, who have the opportunity to question and test the evidence for 

particular proposals, is especially valuable. All engagement elements are important and none should be 

disregarded, but the deliberative workshops and other meetings are particularly worthy of 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩs opinions.  

Interpreting the outcomes 

2.37 Importantly, the different engagement methods cannot just be combined to yield a single point of view 

on the future of OxfordshireΩǎ cƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭŜǎ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ 

stakeholders involved. There are two main reasons why this is not possible. First, the engagement 

methods differ in type: they are qualitatively different and their outcomes cannot be just aggregated 

into a single result. Second, the different areas and sub-groups will inevitably have different 

perspectives on the draft reconfiguration proposals and there is no formula in the engagement process 

ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭŜ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦ  

2.38 It is also important to recognise that the outcomes of the engagement process will need to be 

considered alongside other information available about the likely impact of the ΨOne OxfordshireΩ draft 

proposal. Whilst the process highlights aspects of this information that stakeholders consider to be 

important, appropriate emphasis should be placed on each element. In this sense there can be no single 

ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ engagement elements and other information in the decision-making 

process.  

The report 

2.39 This report reviews the sentiments and judgements of respondents and participants on h//Ωǎ draft 

proposal for reorganising local government in Oxfordshire. Verbatim quotations are used, in indented 

italics, not because we agree or disagree with them - but for their vividness in capturing recurrent points 

of view. ORS does not endorse any opinions, but seeks only to portray them accurately and clearly. The 

report is an interpretative summary of the issues raised by participants. 

2.40 ORS is clear that its role is to analyse and explain the opinions and arguments of the many different 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ΨƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŎŀǎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ draft proposal. In this report, 

we seek to profile the opinions and arguments of those who have responded to the 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. ResƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ {ǳǊǾŜȅ 
The Survey 

3.1 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 the entire population had been asked. 

3.2 As such, a face-to-ŦŀŎŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƎŜŘ мс ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

a broadly representative profile of opinions across Oxfordshire was achieved using the same core 

questions as in the open questionnaire.  

3.3 ORS staff conducted 502 structured face-to-face interviews between 5th and 19th February 2017 using 

/ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ tŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ όΨ/!tLΩύ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ, ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ Ψƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŘƻƻǊǎǘŜǇΩ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƻƳŜǎ. The survey was conducted using a quota controlled sampling 

approach, to ensure a broadly representative sample across Oxfordshire. 

Weighting the Data 

3.4 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 known as response bias, and can be corrected through 

a process of statistical weighting. 

3.5 During this process, the demographic characteristics of respondents were compared against data for the 

whole population (in this instance, from the city and four districts in Oxfordshire) to identify which types 

of people were more or less likely to take part in the survey. Statistical weights were then calculated and 

applied to the data so that the survey results are broadly consistent with the overall population. 

3.6 The returned sample was checked against comparative data for Oxfordshire (from 2015 Mid-Year 

Population Estimates, Census 2011, and Annual Population Survey data for the year ending September 

2016), for age interlocked with student status for 16-24s, gender interlocked with age, tenure ethnic 

group and working status, then subsequently weighted by tenure, working status, ethnic group, age 

interlocked with student status for 16-24s and gender interlaced with age all interlaced with district. To 

ensure that no individual respondent had an unduly large influence on the overall survey results, a cap 

of 5 was then applied and then a final weight for district.  

3.7 Survey results based on the weighted data are representative of the entire population across 

Oxfordshire, and broadly representative of the population within each district. After taking account of 

the weighting process, we can be 95% confident that the survey results will be within around ±5% points 

of the views of the population that the sample represents. Therefore, if everyone in the ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 

population had given their views, then 19-times-out-of-20 the results would be within around 5% points 

of the survey estimate (NB confidence intervals for results in each individual district will be somewhat 

larger i.e. around ±10% or more). 
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3.8 Given this context, when the report refers to results based on the weighted data the results are given as 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎέΦ !ƴȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǳƴǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ Řŀǘŀ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜύ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎέΦ 

Respondent Profile 

3.9 The tables on the following pages show the profile characteristics of respondents to the survey. Please 

note that the figures may not always sum to 100% due to rounding.  

3.10 During the weighting process, it is important to ensure that no individual respondent has an unduly 

large influence on the overall survey ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǿŜƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ΨŎŀǇǇŜŘΩΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

data may not be identical to the comparative data even after it has been weighted.   

Figure 1: wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ (unweighted and weighted) and resident population by district, age, gender, working 
status, ethnic group, and tenure (Note: Percentages may not sum due to rounding) 

Characteristic 
Unweighted  

Count 
Unweighted  

Valid % 
Weighted  
Valid % 

Resident 
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 

35-44 83 17 16 16 

45-54 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 

Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100% 

BY TENURE 

Own 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 

Non-white 39 8 9 8 

Total valid responses 502 100% 100% 100% 

Interpretation of the Data 

3.11 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 relevant responses. Where 

ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƻǳǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƭƛƎƘǘΩ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘΥ 

¶ Green shades represent positive responses 

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

¶ Red shades represent negative responses 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ōƻƭŘŜǊ ǎƘŀŘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜǎΩΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǾŜǊȅ 

satisfied or very dissatisfied 

3.12 ²ƘŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎǳƳ ǘƻ мллΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŘƻƴΩǘ 

ƪƴƻǿέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ or multiple answers.  Throughout the volume an asterisk (*) denotes any value less 

than half a per cent. 

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

3.14 The base numbers provided alongside each chart show the unweighted number of responses on which 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ όΨŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƴƎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƛƴǾŀƭƛŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƘŀǊǘǎΤ 

this also accounts for the variation in base sizes across the different charts).  

3.15 It should be remembered that a sample, and not the entire population of Oxfordshire, has been 

interviewed. In consequence, all results are subject to sampling tolerances, which means that not all 

differences are statistically significant. When considering changes in responses between different 

groups within the population, differences have been analysed using appropriate statistical means to 

ŎƘŜŎƪ ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ όƛΦŜΦ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ Ψōȅ ŎƘŀƴŎŜΩύΦ {ǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴce is at a 95% level 

of confidence.  

3.16 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻƴƭȅΦ  
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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? 

Figure 2: Agreement and disagreement with the need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire. 

 
Base: All Residents (494) 

3.17 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 the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that 

there is a need to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire.  

3.18 Overall, seven out of ten residents (70%) agreed that there is a need to reorganise local government in 

Oxfordshire, whereas nearly a fifth (18%) of residents disagreed (Figure 2). 
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Figure 3: Agreement and disagreement with the need to reorganise local government across Oxfordshire by district/city 
council area. 

  

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets) 

3.19 As Figure 3 shows, at least two thirds of residents in each district/city council area agreed with the need 

to reorganise local government in Oxfordshire.  

3.20 Levels of agreement ranged from 67% in South Oxfordshire, to 73% in West Oxfordshire. In the three 

remaining areas (i.e. Cherwell, Oxford and Vale of White Horse), 70% of residents agreed. 

3.21 It 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 Oxford neither agreed nor 

disagreed.  
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Figure 4: Demographic differences in agreement with the need to reorganise local government across Oxfordshire.  

 
 

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets) 

3.22 The chart above (Figure 4) shows how levels of agreement varied across different demographic 

subgroups of residents, with the column on the right showing the differences between each subgroup 

and the overall result. It can be seen that there are no statistically significant differences from the 

overall result.  
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¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ΨǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 

all council services in your particular area? 

3.23 The questionnaire was designed to help inform the decision-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΤ ǎƻ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

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 principle of a unitary council providing all 

council services across Oxfordshire in order to further establish the overall support for or opposition to 

change. 

Figure 5: Agreement and disagreement with the principle that a ΨǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŜŀΦ 

 
Base: All Residents (498) 

3.24 Around two thirds of residents (67%) agreed with principle that a unitary council should provide all 

council services in their area; a fifth (20%) disagreed (Figure 5).  
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Figure 6: Agreement and disagreement with the principle that a ΨǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŜŀ ōȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘκŎƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀǊŜŀΦ 

 

Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets) 

3.25 Figure 6 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. 

3.26 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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Figure 7: Demographic differences in agreement with the ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ΨǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

ƛƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŜŀs.  

 Base: All Residents (number shown in brackets) 

3.27 Figure 7 above shows how the responses varied across different demographic subgroups of residents, 

with the column on the right showing the differences between each subgroup and the overall result. It 

can be seen that there are no statistically significant differences 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? 

3.28 ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ h//Ωǎ view that the best way forward is to abolish the current six councils 

ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ ƴŜǿ ΨǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿhole of Oxfordshire, on the grounds that the council 

believes this would be simpler, better for services, more local and cost less to run. 

3.29 wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΣ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΣ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ, if local government was changed in 

hȄŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜΦέ 

Figure 8: tŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΣ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΣ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ 
ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ 

 

Base: All residents (number shown in brackets) 

3.30 As Figure 8 ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ŀƭƭ ŦƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ όŜƛǘƘŜǊ ΨǾŜǊȅΩ ƻǊ ΨŦŀƛǊƭȅΩύ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ 

four fifths of residents, and an absolute majority felt ŜŀŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΩ όFigure 8).  

3.31 hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ όфн҈ύΦ 

3.32 ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ΨƳƻǊŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ όуу҈ύΣ ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ όут҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƛƳǇƭŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ όут҈ύΦ  

 
  






























































































































