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Introduction

* Southampton City Council undertook public consultation on to seek views on the new budget proposals for 2023/24. This included
asking for feedback on the following proposals:
— - Removal of the one-month council tax exemption for empty and unfurnished properties.
— - Energy cost efficiency through the reduction of street lighting and switching to LED lighting.
— - lIncrease in service charges, rent, and landlord controlled heating costs in council owned homes.

* This consultation took place between 09 November 2022 to 10 January 2023.

* The aim of this consultation was to
- Communicate clearly to residents and stakeholders the budget proposals for 2023/24;
- Ensure any resident, business or stakeholder who wished to comment on the proposals had the opportunity to do so,
enabling them to raise any impacts the proposals may have, and;
- Allow participants to propose alternative suggestions for consideration which they feel could achieve the objectives in a
different way.

* This report summarises the aims, principles, methodology and results of the public consultation; it provides a summary of the
consultation responses both for the consideration of decision makers and any interested individuals and stakeholders

* ltisimportant to be mindful that a consultation is not a vote — it is an opportunity for stakeholders to express their views, concerns and
alternatives to a proposal; equally, responses from the consultation should be considered in full before any final decisions are made

* This report outlines in detail the representations made during the consultation period so that decision makers can consider what has
been said alongside other information
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Consultation principles dataobservatory &

Southampton City Council is committed to consultations of Local {8 New Conversations 2.0

. . . Government LGA guide to engagement
the highest standard, which are meaningful and comply ° 949

with the Gunning Principles (considered to be the legal

N . .
. L\ Rules: The Gunning Principles
Sta n d d rd fo I consu Itat|0n5): They were coined by Stephen Sedley QC in a court case in 1985 relating to a school closure consultation (R v London

Borough of Brent ex parte Gunning). Prior to this, very little consideration had been given to the laws of consultation.
Sedley defined that a consultation is only legitimate when these four principles are met:

1. proposals are still at a formative stage
A final decision has not yet been made, or predetermined, by the decision makers

1. Proposals are still at a formative stage (a final
decision has not yet been made)

2. there is sufficient information to give ‘intelligent consideration’
The information provided must relate to the consultation and must be available, accessible, and easily
interpretable for consultees to provide an informed response

3. there is adequate time for consideration and response
There must be sufficient opportunity for consultees to participate in the consultation. There is no set timeframe
for consultation,’ despite the widely accepted twelve-week consultation period, as the length of time given for
consultee to respond can vary depending on the subject and extent of impact of the consultation

2. There is sufficient information put forward in the
proposals to allow ‘intelligent consideration’

1

1

|

1

1

1

|

1

1

1

: 4. ‘conscientious consideration’ must be given to the consultation responses before a decision is made
I Decision-makers should be able to provide evidence that they took consultation responses into account
1
|
1
1
1
|
1
1
1
|
1
1

These principles were reinforced in 2001 in the ‘Coughlan Case (R v North and East Devon Health Authority ex parte
Coughlan®), which involved a health authority closure and confirmed that they applied to all consultations, and then

in a Supreme Court case in 2014 (R ex parte Moseley v LB Haringey®), which endorsed the legal standing of the four
principles. Since then, the Gunning Principles have formed a strong legal foundation from which the legitimacy of
public consultations is assessed, and are frequently referred to as a legal basis for judicial review decisions.*

3. There is adequate time for consideration and
response

4. Conscientious consideration must be given to the
consultation responses before a decision is made

1 In some local authorities, their local voluntary Compact agreement with the third sector may specify the length of time they are required to consult for. However,
in many cases, the Compact is either inactive or has been cancelled so the consultation timeframe is open to debate

2 BAILII, England and Wales Court of Appeal (Civil Decision) Decisions. Accessed: 13 December 2016.

3 BAILI, United Kingdom Supreme Court, Accessed: 13 December 2016
————————————————————————————————————————— 4 The information used to produce this document has been taken from the Law of Consultation training course provided by The Consultation Institute

CC L

Compiled by the Local Governmant Assocsalion and The Camgaign Comgarny, with help Trem The Congullation Insttute  Falbruary 2018



Methodology & promotion

The agreed approach for this consultation was to use an online questionnaire as the main route for feedback; questionnaires enable an
appropriate amount of explanatory and supporting information to be included in a structured way, helping to ensure respondents are
aware of the background and detail of the proposals.

Respondents could also write letters or emails to provide feedback on the proposals: emails or letters from stakeholders that contained
consultation feedback were collated and analysed as a part of the overall consultation.

The consultation was promoted in the following ways:

Press release;

Council e-bulletins;

Social media channels;

Southampton City Council website;

The link was also shared with organisations directly impacted by the proposals, including local letting agents.

All questionnaire results have been analysed and presented in graphs within this report. Respondents were also given opportunities
throughout the questionnaire to provide written feedback on the proposals. All written responses and questionnaire comments have
been read and then assigned to categories based upon sentiment or theme.
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Who are the respondents? dataobservatory &

Total respondents

*Fewer than 100 respondents. **Fewer than 50 respondents.
All graphs on this page are by count; percentage.

Gender

______________________________________________ JI
Questionnaire 671 :
Emails / letters 2 :

_______________________________________________ 1

Reason for interest in consultation

Resident of Southampton 577; 87%

Resident elsewhere * . 50; 8%

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
|
|
1
|
1
1
1
1
1
|
1
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1
1
1
|
|
1
|
1
1
1
1
1
|
1
|
1
|
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
|
|
1

Ethnic group

Asian or Asian British** 10; 2%

Works, visits or studies in Southampton - 132; 20%

Black, African, Caribbean, or
- * . o, Y] ’ ) .10
A private business ** I 13; 2%
Mixed or Multiple Ethnic
- * . . 90
oo _ 773 16% Groups™* o

A public sector organisation**  1; 0%

A third sector organisations** I 16; 2%
_ . White British 511; 88%
Employee of Southampton City Council* . 54; 8% 65-74 _141' 24%
Political member** |11; 2% 75 +* - 50; 8% White Other** I44? 8%
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Summary of key findings
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Summary of key findings dataobservatory o
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REMOVING ONE-MONTH COUNCIL TAX EXEMPTION FOR EMPTY PROPERTIES

82% 10% 661

32% 7% 6%

Agree/disagree with proposal

13% 661

71% 13%

Positive/negative impact of proposal

REDUCTION OF STREET LIGHTING AND SWITCHING TO LED LIGHTING

27% 661

67%

Agree/disagree with proposal 28% 39%

Positive/negative impact of proposal 10% 8% 29% 18% 48% 662

INCREASE HOUSING RENTS IN LINE WITH GOVERNMENT CAP

Agree/disagree with proposal 40% 14% 658
Positive/negative impact of proposal 71% 656

INCREASE HOUSING SERVICE CHARGES BY 9%
Agree/disagree with proposal 31% 21% 655
Positive/negative impact of proposal 71% 655

INCREASE LANDLORD-CONTROLLED HEATING CHARGES
Agree/disagree with proposal 35% 19% 654
Positive/negative impact of proposal 73% 10% 656

M Strongly agree/very positive B Agree/slightly positive Neither/no impact Disagree/slightly negative B Strongly disagree/Very negative H Don't know
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Summary of key findings dataobseevatory-'

* 82% of respondents agreed with the proposal to remove the one-month Council Tax exemption for empty and
unfurnished properties, with 71% saying that this would have no impact on them

* 67% agreed with the proposed reductions in street lighting, however 48% said that this would have a negative
impact

* Respondents agreed with all three housing charges-related proposals between 56% and 69%, with between 71%
and 73% saying that these proposals would have no impact on them

* However, responses to the housing charges-related proposals among tenants of Council-owned homes, and
respondents with landlord-controlled heating, were mixed — for example, while both groups agreed with the
proposal to increase rents (50% and 59% agree respectively), both also said that this proposal would have a
negative impact (68% and 59% negative impact)
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Responses & analysis

Removal of the one-month Council Tax exemption

for empty and unfurnished properties



Removal of the one-month Council Tax exemption southampton
for empty and unfurnished properties dataobservatory -"

Respondents were asked about the following proposal:

“Currently, anyone who has an empty and unfurnished property does not have to pay council tax for their first month. We are
proposing to remove this exemption from April 2023 which would mean that council tax would be payable from their first month.

We estimate this would generate approximately £600,000 of additional income per year and would incentivise owners to bring
empty properties back into use quickly and help with the housing shortage.”

Respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the proposal, and if they thought the proposal
would have a positive or negative impact on them or their families or businesses.
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Agreement levels with removing the one-month Council Tax exemption

Key findings <« 82% of respondents agree with this proposal, including 50% who strongly agree

* All breakdowns agree with the proposal by more than 78%

Question To what extent do you agree or disagree with this Broken down by demographics

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

1
|
1
. . |
proposal? “Removal of the one-month council tax exemption for i Female e
empty and unjurnished properties” : Male
: Age under 35* 83% 34 11% |
Overall |
. Age 35 - 44*
|
! Age 45 - 54+ ]
[v)
Strongly agree 50% i Age 55 - 64 = TR
4) 82% \ Age 65 - 74 84% 7%
| * % )
I White British 84% 7%
|
| Ethnic minority group* 7%
Neither 7% : Disabled 86% 7%
| i 0, 0, 0,
| Not disabled 83% 7%
: Resident of Southampton 83% 7%
Disagree 9 I
; % ! Works, visits or studies in Southampton
|
| Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 81% 19%
|
1
i (v)
Strongly disagree . 6% : W Agree total Neither M Disagree total
|
|
1
|
1
[



Key findings ¢ 71% of respondents said that this proposal would have no impact on them

e All breakdowns said that this proposal would have no impact by more than 59%

Question If this was to be implemented, what impact do you feel
this may have on you, your family or your business? “Removal of

Broken down by demographics

Female [l 77% 11%
the one-month Council Tax exemption for empty and unfurnished Vale [ e T
properties” Age under35* [ 67% 15%
Ove ra" Age 35 - 44%* 12% 75% 13%

Age 45 - 54* ik} 78%

~N

. Age 55-64 LA 75% %
A very positive impact 7% 8 §

>
A slightly positive impact l 7%

No impact 71%

13%
g 13%

Age 65-74 67%

Age 75+** P 71% 4%

Ethnic minority group* 17% 67% 13%
Disabled 67% %
Not disabled 13% 73% 11%
A slightly negative impact 7% Resident of Southampton [l 71% 13%
Works, visits or studies in Southampton 13% 74% 12%

Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 59%

= =
o ° 3
N [y =
N Q > @5
X x
H

A very negative impact I 6%

B Positive impact total No impact M Negative impact total B Don’t know
Don’t know I 3%

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
| White British 12% 73% 12%
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
: ** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents
1



Removal of council tax exemption — Free text responses

Removal of the one-month council tax exemption for empty and unfurnished properties — any comments, impacts, suggestions or
alternatives you feel we should consider The following graphs are presented in respondent count

Concerns / negative comments

Suggestions

Suggestion - additional charges
for properties empty for
prolonged periods

1
[ 1
1) 1
I 1
1 1
I :
[ 1
I 1
I 1
I . . 1
General agreement with | Suggestion - 50% reduction 5 :
proposal 21 : ! rather than 100% !
X I
1 :
: : - 2 I
I 1
I 1
I 1
[ 1
1 1
[ 1
I 1
I 1
I |

Concern - Inheriting property after

death Positive comments

11

Concern - No services are used so 7
should not be paid
Concern - Could lead to poor quality
accommodation (less time to turn a 7 . . .
{ _ Suggestion - If implemented it

property around / repairs) ;
must be communicated to
Concern - Unfair for people moving

Concern - negative impact for the HRA
to pay more

i I
H

Not affected / unsure on 5
impact

Other comments - 3

Other concerns

w

Positive - To increase council 1
. - 6 funds those impacted
properties
Concern - Could cause financial impact ) POS'_tI_Ve B Proposal would Other suggestions 7
on tenants 6 incentivise a quick turnaround 11
with rented properties

Concern - Circumstances behind 6 . . : -------------------------------------------- !
empty properties vary Positive - Landlords in W, T T o T T
particular should not be 4 : : Other comments :
Concern - Will have a financial impact 5 exempt : " :
on landlords I : "
'} Properties should not b |
Concern - generally disagree with 5 Positive - Proposal is fair . 4 ¥ roperties should not be empty >
proposals : : :
, 1 Did not realise an exemption |
Concern - Proposal will make no 1 : was in place 3 1
difference Other positive comments 4 : : :
| |
| : |
| | |
1 | 1
| | |
| | |
| | |
| | |
| | |
1 | 1
| | |

|
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Reduction of street lighting




Reduction of street lighting ﬁgﬁgﬁg‘eﬁﬁ,%?ory "

Respondents were asked about the following proposal:

“We are proposing to look at options for energy cost efficiency and environmental benefit through the reduction of street lighting in some locations
and switching to LED lighting.

We estimate that providing street lighting at current levels will cost around an additional £2 million next year and similar or more each year in the
future. We do not think this is good value for money for local taxpayers. Switching off some lights for a period of time each night could result in a
saving of around £450,000 next year.

Non-residential roads, illuminated bollards and illuminated signs would not be within the scope of this proposal and their lighting would be
unaltered. In addition, we would introduce an exemption policy where particular locations would not have their lighting reduced. For example, this
could include: city and district centres; parks and open spaces; main traffic routes; and where pedestrian safety may be a concern.

A reduction in street lighting is something that many other local authorities within the country have done or are now considering to help tackle a rise
in energy costs.

Research and studies from other areas of the country have shown reasonable evidence that, with a comprehensive exemptions scheme, the city
should not be subject to an increase in crime as a result of this proposal.”

Respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the proposal, and if they thought the proposal
would have a positive or negative impact on them or their families or businesses.



Agreement levels with reductions in street lighting

. 67% of respondents agreed with this proposal, compared to 27% that disagreed

Female respondents responded agree (65%) to a lesser extent than male (71%)
. Similarly, those aged between 55 and 64 responded agree (61%) to a lesser extent than those aged between 65 and 74 (68%)

. All breakdowns responded agree by more than 54%

Question To what extent do you agree or disagree with this
proposal? “Energy cost efficiency through the reduction of street
lighting and switching to LED lighting”

Broken down by demographics

remalc T < WY
ale

Age under 35*

Overall
Age 35 - 44* 71% 7%
Age 45 - 54°
Age 55 - 64 61% 8%
Strongly agree 28%

Age 65 - 74 69% 6%

Age 75+** 71% 10% 18%
Ethnic minority group* 64% 6%
Disabled 66% 7%
Neither 7% Not disabled 6%
Resident of Southampton | < T
Works, visits or studies in Southampton

Disagree 13%

Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 54% 11%

27%

B Agree total Neither M Disagree total

Strongly disagree - 14%

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

1
I
1
|
I
|
|
1
|
1
|
1
I
1
|
I
|
1
1
|
1
|
| White British 69% 34 5%
I
1
I
1
|
I
|
|
1
|
1
|
1
I
1
|
I
|
1
1
|
1
[



Impact levels of reductions in street lighting

*  Almost half (48%) of respondents said that this proposal would have a negative impact

Key findings

*  Thisincludes 50% of women, 53% of those aged between 55 and 64, and 51% of those that work, visit, or study in

Southampton

Question If this was to be implemented, what impact do you feel
this may have on you, your family or your business? “Energy cost
efficiency through the reduction of street lighting and switching to

Broken down by demographics

Female 26%
ile as%

LED lighting Age under 35* 26%
Overall 28%

Age 45 - 54* 31%
Age 55-64 29%
Age 65-74 33%

Age 75+* 34%
White British 31%

A very positive impact - 10%
ok
A slightly positive impact - 8%

Ethnic minority group* 24%

Noimpact 29% Disabled 27%

Not disabled 31%

A slightly negative impact 30% Resident of Southampton 29%

Works, visits or studies in Southampton 24%

Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 18% 61%

Don’t know - 5%

B Positive impact total No impact M Negative impact total B Don’t know

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents
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Reduction of street lighting and switching to LED — Free text responses [ritat=iiuis-

Energy cost efficiency through the reduction of street lighting and switching to LED lighting — any comments, impacts, suggestions or
alternatives you feel we should consider The following graphs are presented in respondent count

Concerns / negative comments Positive and other comments

Concern - negative impact on feelings of safety / _ 121
crime generall
& Y Positive - agree specifically for lights to be LED _ 51
Positive - better for pollution levels / environment _ 25

Concern - negative impact on safety for females

w
~N

Concern - increased risks of accidents (e.g.
pedestrians, vehicles)

=
(-]

Concern - generally disagree with proposals to reduce

= ..
[y
o)

lighting Positive - agree specifically with reducing street 1
lighting
Concern - would stop going out / could not go out )
alone
Concern - negative impact on safety for disabled Agree as long as safety is not jeopardised - 12
Concern - the savings are not worth the impacts 6
Positive - generally agree with proposals - 12

H

Concern - negative impact on safety for older people

Consultation process - Concerns around wording /

Positive - will reduce antisocial behaviour / crime . 5
combination of questions

Concerns around impacts of LED Lighting on the
environment

w

Positive - agree for the benefit of saving money I 3
Concern - negative impact on safety for young people

Other comments I 1
Other concerns

_———_-
w
~N

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
:
: people
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Energy cost efficiency through the reduction of street lighting and switching to LED lighting — any comments, impacts, suggestions or
alternatives you feel we should consider The following graphs are presented in respondent count

T i s s s Bl s s s i A s s e e s s B B B B A s e s e s s e e e e Y S . A s s s e e ...,

Suggestions

=
[-)]

Other suggested locations for street lighting reduction

[y
N

Suggestion - switch off alternate lights rather than all

[
N

Suggestion - motion sensitive lights

[ury
[y

Suggestion - more information needed on areas affected

=
o

Suggestion to dim lights

Other sustainable lighting suggestions

Suggestion - solar street lights

0 0 o

Suggestion - lighting to remain with areas of high crime

Suggestion - street lighting should be improved not reduced
Suggestions to turn off specific lights (e.g. outside bedrooms)

Suggestion - reducing lighting in early mornings

i o un wn

Suggestion - more information needed on hours affected

H

Suggested hours for street lighting

Suggestion - Further research must be done in relation to the ESIA

Suggestion - ensure that prices paid for lighting by council are cost effective

w w w

Suggestion - more information needed on finances of this proposal

Suggestion - more thought into placement of lighting
Suggestion - dimmed lights might as well be off
Suggestion - install CCTV

Suggestion - street lights not necessary in residential areas

N N N N N

Suggestion - other areas of information needed on this proposal

[
o

Other suggestions
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Changes to housing charges
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Respondents were asked about the following proposals:
“Increase Housing Rents in line with the Government Cap

We propose to increase rent from April 2023 in line with the Government Cap on social housing rent increases. We do not know what
increase this will be yet. The Government recently ran a consultation on putting a cap in place on rent increases for the next financial
year, within options at 3%, 5% or 7% being considered. We are waiting for their final decision. However, we do not propose to increase it
any higher than the Government cap.

For those who receive Universal Credit and Housing Benefit payments, increases to rent and service charges would be covered within
those payments. We estimate this is to be the case for around 3 in 4 tenants.

Depending on the final decision by Government on the cap, we estimate this might generate approximately £1,301,000 of additional
income per annum.

Increase Housing Service Charges by 9%

Some tenants and leaseholders of council owned homes are required to pay a service charge towards the cost of services such as
cleaning, maintaining communal areas or grounds and door entry. We propose to increase the Housing Service Charges by 9% from April
2023 in order to pay for the services that these charges cover. This is as a result of the cost increases experienced and expected for

2023/24.

We estimate this would generate approximately £169,000 of additional income per annum.”
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Changes tgggﬁ)‘:fiwg charges dataobservatory -

“Increase Landlord Controlled Heating charges

Some tenants and leaseholders of council-owned homes are part of a Landlord Controlled Heating scheme. The council pays for this energy and then
charges the tenants and leaseholders who use it. The cost of providing this energy in the current year will be around £7.7 million and, as charges to tenants
have not increased as prices have risen, we are forecasting a deficit on this energy provision of £3.7 million this year. At current prices we estimate that the
cost of providing energy next year will be £9.9 million and so we need to increase the amount we charge for the energy to help cover our costs. Even with the
proposed increases we will not cover all our costs and the current deficit.

Energy costs have increased for every household and business in the country and the Government have recognised this with payments going directly to

people to help with their rising energy bills. The proposed increase is in line with the increases faced by everyone and only helps cover the additional cost
that the council is paying for the energy.

There are different charging bands for heating which are linked to the floor area of each property. The proposal for increasing Landlord Controlled Heating
charges has been developed to ensure that any resident in receipt of Landlord Controlled Heating should not have to pay more than the average costs under

the Government’s energy cap, when their Landlord Controlled Heating and their energy provider costs are combined.

We estimate this proposal would generate approximately £4.4 million towards covering energy costs.”

Respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the proposals, and if they thought the proposals would
have positive or negative impacts on them or their families or businesses.
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Responses to proposals related to housing charges dataobservatory &
v O
INCREASE HOUSING RENTS IN LINE WITH GOVERNMENT CAP g %’, g Qg,’ T*og . .
-Ss o oFs o F Key findings
Agree/disagree with proposal 40% 14% 8% 69% 17% 658

* Respondents agreed
16% M with all three
proposals related to
changes to housing
charges, between
56% and 69%

Positive/negative impact of proposal 71% 9% 9%

INCREASE HOUSING SERVICE CHARGES BY 9%

Agree/disagree with proposal 25% 31% 21% 655
e Similarly,
Positive/negative impact of proposal . 71% 655 respondents said

that each of these
proposals would

have no impact
INCREASE LANDLORD-CONTROLLED HEATING CHARGES o
between 71% and

73%

Agree/disagree with proposal 28% 35% 19% 9% 62% 19% 654

73% 10% 10% 14% 656

Positive/negative impact of proposal

W Strongly agree/very positive M Agree/slightly positive Neither/no impact
Disagree/slightly negative W Strongly disagree/Very negative M Don't know



Agreement levels with increasing housing rents

*  69% of respondents agree with this proposal, including all breakdowns between 50% and 76%

Key findings

*  Female respondents responded agree (64%) to a lesser extent than male (73%) by -9% points

*  Tenants of Council-owned homes responded agree to the least extent at 50%, with 39% saying they disagree

Question To what extent do you agree or disagree with the Broken down by demographics

L 59%  REUR 29% |

Landlord-controlled heating**

B Agree total Neither M Disagree total

Strongly disagree - 8% 4>M

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

I
I
I
. . .. . I
following proposals? Increase Housing Rents in line with the i Female 17%
Government cap : Male 12%
| Age under 35* 14%
Overall : Age 35 - 44+ 60% 14%
I
I Age 45 - 54* 11%
I
l Age 55 - 64 15%
I
Strongly agree 2550 | Age 65 - 74 16%
6 I
69% | Age 75+** 20%
I
| White British 14%
I
e minority group* :
Agree 40% : y.g P — — a
| Disabled 15%
: Not disabled 15%
Neither 145% | Resident of Southampton 14%
(1)
| Works, visits or studies in Southampton 15%
| Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 14%
. | Tenant of Council-owned home* 11%
Disagree 9% :
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



Impact levels of increasing housing rents

71% of respondents said that this proposal would have no impact, including between 56% and 82% of a majority of breakdowns

Key findings
. However, 68% of tenants in Council-owned homes, and 59% of those with landlord-controlled heating, said that this proposal would have a
negative impact

Question If the following proposals were implemented, what
impact do you feel this may have on your or your family? Increase

Broken down by demographics

Don’t know I 3%

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

|
|
|
|
' Female 73%
. . . . I
Housing Rents in line with the Government Cap ! Male 74%
: Age under 35* 67%
Overall | Age35-44* 74%
|
I Age45-54* I} 82%
|
! Agess-64 3%
1
A very positive impact l 6% : Age 65 - 74 72%
I Age 75+** 68% 12% 6%
|
| White British 75%
. L .
A slightly positive impact I 3% | Ethnic minority group* 63%
: Disabled 67%
No impact 71% : Not disabled 76%
: Resident of Southampton 71%
: Works, visits or studies in Southampton 68%
A slightly negative impact 7% 16% : Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 56% 22% 7%
0 : Tenant of Council-owned home* 20%
A very negative impact . 9% | Landlord-controlled heating** 26%
|
: B Positive impact total No impact M Negative impact total B Don’t know
|
1
1
|
1
[



Agreement levels with increasing Housing Service Charges

. . . 56% of respondents agree with this proposal
Key flndlngS . Similar numbers of respondents responded neither and disagree overall (21% and 23% respectively)
. Female respondents agree (51%) to a lesser extent than male (59%)
. Respondents aged between 55 and 64 responded agree in the minority (43% agree, 32% disagree), -15% points less than those aged between
65 and 74 (58% agree)

Question To what extent do you agree or disagree with the
following proposals? Increase Housing Service Charges by 9%

Female

Male

Age under 35*
Age 35 - 44%*
Age 45 - 54*
Age 55 - 64
Age 65-74
Age 75+**
White British

Overall

Strongly agree

Neither 21%

Agree

Disabled

Not disabled

Resident of Southampton

Works, visits or studies in Southampton

5 Business/organisation(s) in Southampton**
isagree 13%

Tenant of Council-owned home*

Landlord-controlled heating**

Strongly disagree W Agree total Neither M Disagree total

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I o N
I Ethnic minority group
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
: ** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents
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Impact levels of increasing Housing Service Charges

71% of respondents said that this proposal would have no impact

Key findings

e  This includes most breakdowns between 56% and 80%, apart from tenants of Council-owned homes and respondents with

landlord-controlled heating (65% and 74% negative respectively)

Question If the following proposals were implemented, what
impact do you feel this may have on your or your family? Increase

Broken down by demographics

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

|
|
|
|
: Female 73%
Housing Service Charges by 9% ! Male 72%
I ! Age under 35* 68% 17% 6%
Overa . Age35-44* | 78%
|
I Age 45 - 54* 80%
|
A very positive impact l 6% : Age55-64 [ 71%
| Age 65 - 74 69%
1
/ | Age 75+** 68% 12% 6%
. L |
A slightly positive impact I 3% | White British 74%
|
| Ethnic minority group* 64%
| .
No impact 71% I Disabled 63%
: Not disabled 76%
: Resident of Southampton 70%
A slightly negative impact 7% : Works, visits or studies in Southampton 70%
: Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 56% 22% 7%
Avery negative impact . 10% | Tenant of Counci-owned home? 21%
: Landlord-controlled heating** 12%
|
Don’t know I 3% : B Positive impact total No impact M Negative impact total B Don’t know
|
1
1
|
1
[



Agreement levels with increasing landlord-controlled heating charges 33{‘;2%’;'9%2?0“, -

62% of respondents said that they agree with this proposal

. Again, most breakdowns responded majority agree between 55% and 71%, apart from tenants of Council-owned homes and respondents with
landlord-controlled heating (52% and 67% disagree respectively), and respondents aged between 55 and 64 (49% agree)

. Respondents aged between 55 and 64 responded agree to a lesser extent than those aged between 65 and 74 by -22% points, 49% to 71%

Key findings

Question To what extent do you agree or disagree with the Broken down by demographics

following proposals? Increase Landlord Controlled Heating charges Female 20%
Male 17%

Overa" Age under 35*

15%
Age 35 - 44* 19%

Age 45 - 54* 15%
Age 55 - 64 25%
Strongly agree 28%
Age 65 - 74 16%
Age 75+** 29%
White British 19%
Agree 35%
Disabled 20%
Not disabled 19%
Neither 19%
Resident of Southampton 19%
Works, visits or studies in Southampton 18%
Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 25%
Disagree 10%

14%
U 7%

Tenant of Council-owned home*

Landlord-controlled heating**

Strongly disagree W Agree total Neither M Disagree total

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
| Ethnic minority group* 17%
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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*  73% said that this proposal would have no impact

Key findings

*  Again, most breakdowns responded majority agree between 59% and 81%, apart from tenants of Council-owned homes

and respondents with landlord-controlled heating (52% and 67% disagree respectively)

Question If the following proposals were implemented, what Broken down by demographics

B Positive impact total No impact M Negative impact total B Don’t know

Don’t know I 4%

* Small sample size — fewer than 100 respondents
** Small sample size — fewer than 50 respondents

I
I
I
. . T I
impact do you feel this may have on your or your family? Increase i Female 76%
landlord-controlled heating charges ! Male 73%
1 Age under 35* 70% 12% 6%
Overall .
| Age3s5-44* I} 81%
I
I Age 45 - 54* 79%
I
A very positive impact . 7% : Age 55 - 64 74%
(V) 1 Age 65-74 13% 68% 15%
10%
I
I Age 75+** 74% 8% 6%
, L |
A slightly positive impact I 3% | White British 76%
I
, Ethnic minority group* 67% 17% 6%
No impact 73% : Disabled 64%
| Not disabled 78%
. o : Resident of Southampton 72%
A slightly negative impact 4% : Works, visits or studies in Southampton [JF¥CA 73% 10% 6%
: Business/organisation(s) in Southampton** 59% 19% 7%
A very negative impact . 10% : Tenant of Council-owned home* 35% 50% 6%
: Landlord-controlled heating** 15% 82%
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|



southampton ",

Increase in housing costs (broadly) — Free text responses dataobservatory «

Increase in service charges, rent and landlord-controlled heating costs in council owned homes — any comments, impacts, suggestions or
alternatives you feel we should consider The following graphs are presented in respondent count

Positive comments

Positive comment - Everyone has /
; 35
should have to face increases

Concerns / negative comments Suggestions

Concer.ns - this affects those with Suggestion - Increases should be Positive comment - Will generate more
lowest |ncorr.1es / unable to afford 46 means tested 6 council funds / restrict other increases - 9
increases for everyone (e.g. council tax)
Suggestion - Quality of services needs _ Generally agree with proposals - 3
to increase with charge increase (e.g. 6
repairs, wardens, properties)

Positive comment - Those in receipt of 6
benefits will not be affected
Concerns - other increasing costs
(transport, food etc.)

Concerns - Wages / benefit / pension
increases are not in line with - 12
increasing costs
Suggestion - Provide other support for
those in social housing (e.g. - 4
employment support / signposting) Other positive comments I 1

I
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
: Suggestion - More analysis / modelling 2 e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mm - - !
| required to assess impacts T E T T T T TR T T T T T T T T
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
1

Concerns - increases are too high I 5

Concerns - potential inaccuracies in I 2

Other comments

|

I

|

|

|

|

|

|

|
|
|
I
1 e . . . .
, Difficulties agreeing or disagreeing - 7
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
I
|

Suggestion - Costs need to reflect what
is paid to supply the service
band J (survey table)

Suggestion - Support for those outside
the benefits threshold

Concerns - will impact health services I 2

OthersuggEStions _ 5
Other concerns l 7

Other comments . 3



Increase in housing costs (specific comments) — Free text responses

Increase in service charges, rent and landlord-controlled heating costs in council owned homes — any comments, impacts, suggestions or
alternatives you feel we should consider The following graphs are presented in respondent count

Service charges

Housing rents Landlord-controlled heating

Concerns around being unable

Increasing rents is fair / agree o
& /ag to afford heating increases

with proposal

Tenants to / already do
maintain their own areas

Enable tenants to regulate /

Concerns around not being able control their heating

to afford rent

Increasing service charges is fair
/ agree with proposal

Other suggestions

Concerns around not being able
to afford service charge
increases

Other suggestions

Other concerns

Other concerns Increasing heating is fair / agree

with proposal

Other suggestions / concerns




southampton :_-.
dataobservatory

Responses & analysis

Meeting the remaining shortfall



A Thoughts and suggestion on remaining shortfall (money saving suggestions) — Free text P ]

responses dataobservatory «"

Please use the following space to tell us your thoughts and suggestions on meeting the remaining shortfall in 2023/24.

The following graph is presented in respondent count

Money saving suggestions — page 1

Money saving suggestion - Review council 'essential spending' (e.g. cultural / arts) / improve efficiency 51

w
w

Money saving suggestion - Improve energy efficiency / Reduce energy usage in offices / buildings

Money saving suggestion - Reduce / review new large scale road infrastructure schemes

>
N
~

Money saving suggestion - Cut senior officers / reduce management salaries in the council

N
N

Money saving suggestion - Cut council workers / reduce salaries

N
o

Money saving suggestion - Review / reduce outsourcing departments / consultants

=
w

Money saving suggestion - Reduce councillors / their expenses

[
[

Money saving suggestion - Cancel large scale road infrastructure scheme in Portswood

=
o

Money saving suggestion - Review / remove traffic / signal lights

Money saving suggestion - Council workers to work from home more

-]

-]

Money saving suggestion - Replace paper letters with online

Money saving suggestion - Review / remove contract with Balfour Beatty

~ I
o

-]

Money saving suggestion - Amalgamation of services with other authorities

=)}

Money saving suggestion - More community based / volunteering / charity partnerships

=)}

Money saving suggestion - Better trained / managed staff

(%]

Money saving suggestion - Review / remove green city initiatives

Money saving suggestion - Control spending in children's / education services

(5]

Money saving suggestion - Maintenance teams to cover all jobs rather than individual

()]

Money saving suggestion - Cut libraries / reduce opening hours

(5]
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1
|
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1
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|
|
| . ) ) .
I Money saving suggestion - Consider outsourcing departments
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A Thoughts and suggestion on remaining shortfall (money saving suggestions) — Free text P ]
dataobservatory »"

responses

Please use the following space to tell us your thoughts and suggestions on meeting the remaining shortfall in 2023/24.

The following graph is presented in respondent count

Money saving suggestions — page 2

(5]

Money saving suggestion - Reduce grass cutting to encourage nature

()]

Money saving suggestion - Review / reduce mayoral office spending

H

Money saving suggestion - Control spending in adults services

=Y

Money saving suggestion - Reduce housing / stricter thresholds

Money saving suggestion - Reduce benefits / stricter thresholds

=Y

Money saving suggestion - Review / remove lit billboards

H

Money saving suggestion - Make savings instead of charging more

=Y

F=Y

Money saving suggestion - Remove OPCC

w

Money saving suggestion - Review / reduce support for immigration

w

Money saving suggestion - Close St Mary's leisure centre

Money saving suggestion - More affluent residents to pay more / subsidise

w

Money saving suggestion - Reduce council workers working from home

w

w

Money saving suggestion - Avoid duplicated work in the Council

N

Money saving suggestion - Reduce bin collection frequency

N

Money saving suggestion - Collect bulky waste to reduce fly-tipping costs

Money saving suggestion - Cut leisure centres

N

Money saving suggestion - Review / reduce election frequency

N

N

Money saving suggestion - Review council workers pension scheme

=
(-]

Other money saving suggestions



A Thoughts and suggestion on remaining shortfall (income generation suggestions) — Free [RGE L ey "

text responses dataobservatory «"

Please use the following space to tell us your thoughts and suggestions on meeting the remaining shortfall in 2023/24.

The following graph is presented in respondent count

Income generation suggestions

22

Income generating suggestion - Close / sell / rent council buildings

=
~N

Income generating suggestion - More help from central government / MP

=
~N

Income generating suggestion - Increase council tax

Income generating suggestion - Increase parking / permit charges

=
(%

Income generating suggestion - Implement charges from the ports (e.g. ABP, cruise ships)

=
(5]

Income generating suggestion - Stricter enforcement of road / parking restrictions

=
(%

[
N

Income generating suggestion - Implement congestion / clean air zone charges

-]

Income generating suggestion - Increase council tax on second home owners / landlords

Income generating suggestion - Increase HMO fees

NN

Income generating suggestion - Increase fees for businesses and organisations
Income generating suggestion - Commercialise services offered by the Council

Income generating suggestion - Arrear collections / better invoicing

Income generating suggestion - Increased fines for fly tipping
Income generating suggestion - Charge students council tax
Income generating suggestion - Encourage shoppers in the city centre

Income generating suggestion - Implement charges for more than 1 car per household (e.g. more for permits, tax)

v it L1 L1 n

Income generating suggestion - Other tax increases

Income generating suggestion - Stricter enforcement of littering

w w

Income generating suggestion - Charges for businesses using lighting 24 hours
Income generating suggestion - Introduce fines to landlords for inadequate housing
Income generating suggestion - Implement charges to free services (e.g. Art Gallery)

Income generating suggestion - More bins / better street cleaning
Income generating suggestion - Ensure all council workers pay for parking

Income generating suggestion - Tax large companies (e.g. energy companies, Starbucks)

N N N N N

N
=

|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
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1
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|
|
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1
|
|
|
|
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|
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|
|
: Income generating suggestion - Improve recycling
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
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1
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|
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1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
: Other income generating suggestions
|



’;‘ Thoughts and suggestion on remaining shortfall (investment suggestions) — Free text southampton ",
dataobservatory «"

responses

Please use the following space to tell us your thoughts and suggestions on meeting the remaining shortfall in 2023/24.

The following graph is presented in respondent count

Investment suggestions

Investment suggestion - Improve small scale road maintenance / infrastructure (e.g. potholes) 11

-}

Investment suggestion - Improve public transport services / routes

~N

Investment suggestion - Solar panels on council buildings

Investment suggestion - Take up more greening opportunities _ 6
Investment suggestion - Concentrate efforts on social care _ 6
Investment suggestion - More schemes to improve unemployment rates _ 6

(%]

Other suggestions for investment in council owned buildings

=Y

Investment suggestion - Encourage Southampton as a tourist destination

H

Investment suggestion - Implement Park and Ride schemes

w

Investment suggestion - Encourage sustainable transport usage

w

Investment suggestion - Concentrate efforts on education

Investment suggestion - Maintain trees to avoid damage

w

Other suggestions for investment in housing

w

w

Other suggestions for investment in people / staff

N

Investment suggestion - Improve roads generally

Investment suggestion - Build an ice rink

N

N

Investment suggestion - Refresh waterfront to bring tourism

Other investment suggestions N ::



"ﬁ‘ Thoughts and suggestion on remaining shortfall (other comments and suggestions) — Free PG IR
dataobservatory «"

text responses

Please use the following space to tell us your thoughts and suggestions on meeting the remaining shortfall in 2023/24.

The following graphs are presented in respondent count

Other suggestions

Concerns / negative comments
Concern - Understanding of _ 6
difficulties in current climate
Concern - Consulting is a _ 4
pointless exercise
Concern - Costs are rising but - 5
services are not improving

Suggestion - Any measures should not affect those already in need 19

Suggestion - Remove / review cycle lane schemes 17

©o

Suggestion - Do not increase council tax

©o

Other suggestions around waste service

~N

Other suggestions around council structure

(9]

Suggestion - Bin collections to remain the same

Suggestion - More police resource

(5] (5]

Sy

Suggestion - Everyone to cut back on costs .
Positive and other comments

|

1

|

|

|

|

|

1

|

|

| Positive comments about . 5
: proposals

|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|

H

Suggestion - Prices should not be increased in general

Suggestion - Do not cut library's / utilise them more

S

Suggestion - Remove parking charges

H

S

Suggestion - Remove e-scooter schemes

Suggestion - Conservatives should not run the council More information needed . 2

N

Suggestion - More funding in general

N

. Other comments - 4
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1
|
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: Other suggestions around housing repairs
|
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