Appendix 2:

Feedback from “Have your say: public consultation on council priorities and budget options” process
Consultation start date: 22 November 2010

Consultation end date: 31 January 2011 



Introduction

This report provides a summary of the activity undertaken, and feedback received, during Cumbria County Council’s public consultation on its priorities and budget options for 2011/12. 

The report is split into several sections covering:

1. Explanation of consultation methods used and level of response in each case

2. General summary of issues raised in relation to the council’s draft priorities 
3. General summary of issues raised in relation to the council’s budget options

4. Findings from the questionnaire survey element of the consultation

5. Report on the 6 community events held

6. Report of feedback from key stakeholder groups

7. List of organisations that responded to the consultation

A significant volume of feedback was received and the council would like to thank all those that took the time to respond. This summary report is an attempt to condense that feedback into manageable document; inevitably some detail is lost in this process but we hope the report gives fair reflection of the feedback we received.

Section 1: Methods and level of response
The council has sought to consult widely and has taken a number of different approaches to gather feedback. The foundation of all activity has been the “Have your say: public consultation on council priorities and budget options” document which summarised the issues under consideration.

Each audience, the methods by which they have been consulted, and the level of response the council has received is described below. 

General public and wider stakeholders

The consultation programme was intended to provide a wide array of opportunities for people to respond and give their views. 

	Consultation method
	Level of response

	Hardcopy questionnaire 
	109 hardcopy responses were received

	Online questionnaire 
	745 people submitted a response to the online questionnaire. 

	Consultation website and discussion forum
	The site received 4498 unique visitors, 374 people became members of the site, over 400 comments were posted on the discussion forums.

	Letters and emails
	Over 250 such responses have been received, including responses from 96 different organisations (see list in Appendix A).

	Public events in Barrow, Carlisle, Egremont, Cockermouth and Kendal
	Approximately 400 people attended across the 6 events held between the 11th and 20th of January.

	Participating in live web chats with council Leader Eddie Martin
	2 web chats took place


Equalities groups 
To ensure that the consultation addressed the Council's commitment to equality, we commissioned AWAZ, Cumbria Disability Network and OutREACH Cumbria to carry out focus groups, combined with telephone calls and one to one meetings with Black and Minority Ethnic People, disability organisations, and lesbian, gay and bi-sexual people. 
In total 167 people participated, this included:
· 15 Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender people 

· 68 Disabled people 

· 84 Black and Minority Ethnic People

The consultation has been in two parts. Part one took place in October to look at which Council services people prioritise, and part two looked at the potential impact of the proposed budget options on these groups.
Third sector organisations
Third Sector organisations have been free to respond to the consultation through the general channels but in addition the council has worked with the Third Sector Network in Cumbria to run two discussion sessions. The first session involved direct discussion with two members of the Third Sector Network Executive, the second was attended by a more general audience of approximately 60 representatives of Third Sector organisations.

Business sector
The council has worked with Cumbria Chamber of Commerce to gather the views of Cumbria’s business community. The Chamber produced a summarised consultation document that focused on proposals of particular relevance to businesses and distributed that on the council’s behalf. 

Schools forum 
The consultation document was discussed at a meeting of the Cumbria Schools Forum on 21 January. 

Section 2: General summary of issues raised in relation to the council’s draft priorities
The council proposed three top priorities that would shape the decisions and work of the council. These were:

· Challenging poverty in all its forms; 

· Ensuring that the most vulnerable people in our communities receive the support they need; and, 

· Improving the chances in life of the most disadvantaged in Cumbria. 

Consultees were asked to comment on whether they thought these were the right priorities for Cumbria at this time.

These have prompted a reasonable degree of comment, with many respondents supportive, but have generally been of less interest than the specific changes to services being considered. In summary feedback on the proposed priorities was:

· That the three priorities basically refer to the same issues expressed in different ways and therefore lack clarity of focus.

· That measuring and evidencing these outcomes is extremely difficult and has failed at other councils and will need very robust performance monitoring if it is to be more than lip service.

· That the focus on particular groups implies a level of disregard for the wider public who contribute through their taxes.

Additionally feedback on additional/replacement priorities has focused on the following areas:

· That supporting Cumbria’s economy should be regarded as a top priority, especially at this time, and that a thriving economy has knock-on benefits in terms of addressing poverty.

· That the environment and reducing CO2 emissions should feature somewhere.

· That the council’s priority should be solely delivering its core statutory duties as cost effectively as possible.

As a general point respondents have frequently struggled to make much comment on the priorities as they have felt that they are self-evidently “good things” which are difficult to disagree with.

Section 3: General summary of issues raised in relation to the council’s budget options
Comments about the council’s budget options tended to cluster around a relatively consistent set of issues. This section attempts to summarise the large volume of comment that was received into the key points relating to each option.
	Adults and older people
	Summary of feedback

	Review contracting arrangements for domiciliary care


	Feedback has focused on whether setting a single maximum price:

· would have an inequitable impact on service provision in rural areas where the costs of providing a services are generally higher

· would impact negatively on service quality as providers try to reduce costs to meet the price the council is prepared to pay. Particular concerns were raised about whether training budgets would be hit or wages reduced.

· would result in some service users not receiving the level of service they need due to cost restrictions.

Comment was also made that the council must recognise the impact this change may have in terms of redundancies or closure of providers and that such care work is often carried out by people already on the bottom of the income scale.


	Review “Supporting People” contracts


	Generally people agree that the council should be looking to get best value from contracts and that this type of review should be standard practice. Concerns were raised around the impact on current services and the sensitivity of changing services for this client group. However, as the review is still to take place there was little detail to provide the public on exactly what the nature of changes might be.

People stressed that the users of these various services should be properly supported through any change process and highlighted that these services directly supported the “most vulnerable people in our communities”.
A clear argument was made for the importance of this type of housing related support in terms of preventing more acute problems, with attendant higher costs and social impact, emerging in future.



	Review day services


	Changes to day services generated a greater degree of comment. While people generally accepted that maintaining the status quo would not be cost effective several concerns were raised:

· That while many people were accessing and benefiting from personal budgets and choosing different types of care there are people who still want or need “traditional” day services, they should not be ignored and these types of service should still be available.

· That changing people’s day services arrangements (perhaps through closure or amalgamation) could be extremely distressing for people using the service and any change process must be handled sensitively and by fully qualified staff.

· That change must be discussed appropriately with service providers who will require clarity over what is expected of them and some degree of security if they are to be able to plan services.


	Review social care transport arrangements
	This quite technical change in policy generated relatively limited feedback. Comments included: 

· Concern that the transport element of personal budgets should reflect the likely transport costs that an individual would incur (ie those in rural areas that may have to travel further to access services should have a budget that reflects that). 

· That the transport element of the personal budget should be sufficient to meet their transport costs without having to use the care element of the personal budget or other benefit income (particularly Disability Living Allowance) – ie people should not lose out as a result of this change.




	Children’s Services

	No specific changes to mainstream children’s services activities were proposed in the public consultation document. This was due to the uncertainty surrounding government grant funding at the time of publication. However, people were asked to consider the range of services previously supported by ring-fenced government grants and identify those they felt were of top priorities. This feedback is provided in full along with the other survey findings later in this document. In summary the “top five” areas of grant supported activity that people identified as priorities were:

1. Sure Start

2. Carers grant

3. Child & Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS)

4. Children's social care workforce

5. Connexions 
(See section 4 below)

At the public meetings attendees were asked to prioritise activities supported by the new Early Intervention Grant. A common theme was that people found this very difficult, and were reluctant to prioritise different areas of work. This was due to the interconnectedness of the different strands and also the stand alone value of each of them. People stressed the importance of this work and that cutting services was a false economy as it helped prevent more expensive problems in later years.

Significant response was received from individuals and groups representing young carers and children with disabilities. Both groups stressed the importance of providing funding for these groups both in terms of addressing disadvantage in the immediate term and preventing additional pressures on acute services in the longer term. Many personal testimonies reinforced this message strongly.


	Environment
	Summary of feedback

	Implement charging for on-street parking


	This proposal generated significant opposition but it is important to note that opposition was not universal. Very roughly about one third of feedback was in favour and two thirds opposed.

Opposition was led by the local business community, but was widely shared. In summary their concerns  were:

· Charges will have a very negative impact on local traders and result in shoppers migrating to out of town shopping centres that have free parking, many claimed that this would be the “death knell” of local businesses.

· That charging would discourage tourists who are vital to the local economy.

· That only implementing charging in some areas was unfair and would disadvantage those towns compared to others in Cumbria.

Some alternative proposals were suggested:

· Implement the scheme but provide all local residents with a “15 minutes free parking” badge, this would mitigate the impact on passing trade that so concerns businesses.

· Do not implement on-street parking charges but introduce a flat annual charge for a parking disc, perhaps around £5, with discs changing colour annually.

· Introduce some form of congestion charging in urban areas.

Those who were supportive of implementation saw it as a legitimate way to raise income to allow core services to be protected. Experience from other areas (Scarborough) was offered that suggested that after an initial impact of about a year on trade and visitors, numbers returned to pre-implementation levels, as such the argument that businesses will suffer may be overstated.



	Review operation of Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC)

	This option prompted a range of comments and concerns but not a great deal of outright opposition. Comments focused on:

· The potential for this to increase fly-tipping and the knock-on costs and environmental impact of this.

· The potential for more waste to end up in landfill and the council then be penalised by increased landfill tax, ie the proposal could be self-defeating.

· Generally that this was sending the wrong message about the importance of protecting the environment.

It should be noted that no specific sites have been identified and therefore people were responding to the idea in principle. 

	Remove recycling credits payments


	The general public view on this proposal was broadly supportive however organisations that would lose income were clearly very concerned about the impact on them. They stressed the importance of even relatively small sums of money to their continued viability and ability to attracted further funding.

The level of response from potentially affected organisations was relatively small given the number receiving Recycling Credits.

	Reduce waste prevention activities


	The concerns here were identical to those raised in relation to HWRCs, namely:

· The potential for more waste to end up in landfill and the council then be penalised by increased landfill tax, ie the proposal could be self-defeating.

· Generally that this was sending the wrong message about the importance of protecting the environment.



	Reduce countryside access services to the statutory minimum


	This proposal generated by far the largest number of specific objections and was more akin to an organised lobby. No other proposal generated this type or level of response.

As well as opposition from walking and environmental groups, concern also came from parish councils, individuals, BME groups and many more.

Comments included:

· The investment in Rights of Way and Countryside Access is small relative to the resulting benefit of tourism to the Cumbria economy

· Poorly maintained pathways will reduce the opportunities for residents to improve their physical and mental health  

· Deterioration of Rights of Way as a result of lack of maintenance will be costly in the long term through increased claims against the council and reduced tourist revenues

· Poorly maintained pathways will be harder still for less able bodied tourists and residents to access. 

· The Countryside Access team’s work alongside parish and town councils, residents groups and trained volunteers increases their value significantly.  

· Whilst initiatives such as the Big Society may be offered as a solution to maintaining the pathways, Rangers’ expertise will be essential in training and educating new volunteers

· Rangers help generate funding and grants and identify and resolve potential land use conflicts quickly before they escalate at a cost to the council

· The Countryside Access team has been invaluable in helping rectifying damage done by the 2009 floods

· Cuts to the service are disproportionately large

Suggestions included: 

· Could the council commit to rebuilding the countryside access service after the council’s budget has recovered?

· Could voluntary groups and funders such as Natural England be brought in to find partnership solutions?




	Safer and stronger
	Summary of feedback

	Reduce staffing levels at stations with one pump and Landrover stations to one pump station levels
	This option has mainly generated feedback from fire fighters and local councils. The principal concern is that this change will increase the level of risk to the public. This is because if a second appliance was needed at an incident being dealt with by one of the affected stations it would need to be sent from the next nearest station which would inevitably result in slower response times.

Some feedback argued that the relatively small saving generated could not justify the increase in risk even if this was marginal.



	Introduce Low Level Activity and Risk model arrangements
	Again this option has mainly generated feedback from fire fighters; in general it has been a difficult concept to explain to the public.

Concerns have focused on three main areas:

· The potential for fire fighters to be “on shift” for such an extended period of time and the potential impact on their capacity to respond effectively, thereby increasing the risk to the public and fire fighters themselves.
· The potential impact on fire fighters ability to maintain an appropriate “work/life balance” given the extended periods during which they may be away from the family home.
· The suitability of this type of system for Cumbria in comparison to other more urban areas in the North West.



	Others
	Summary of feedback

	Review registration services
	This option is generally supported and has generated little feedback. Some clarification may be required to counter the misapprehension that the changes would mean one central registration office in Cumbria.



	Review libraries and archives services


	The consultation document included limited information about what the review of these services might involve; as such the proposals generated relatively little feedback. It would be wrong to assume that this suggests a general lack of interest in these services. Previous experience tells us that any specific proposals in future will generate a high level of interest.

Comments that were received focused on the value and quality of the service provided by both libraries and archives and appealed for services to be protected and cuts avoided.

Specific concerns were raised in relation to the Archives Service’s capacity to meet the statutory level of service required should budgets be cut. 



	Reduce grant giving and funding to the third/private sector
	Comments mainly stressed the value of the funding to the various organisations and their capacity to generate further income; examples were given of where relatively small sums from the council had facilitated successful funding bids for much larger sums. In other words the total financial impact on organisations may be much larger than simply the loss of the council funding. This was seen as directly undermining organisations that will be crucial if the expectations around the role of Big Society are to be met.

Arts organisations expressed particular concerns about threats to their funding and stressed the wider social and economic benefits of their work.

Some concerns were raised specifically in relation to neighbourhood forum grants and their importance to the very smallest organisations was stressed.



	Stop subsidy for 8 swimming pools


	The reaction to this option was relatively muted. Some representations have been received from potentially affected pools. These have stressed the importance of the council’s funding and the various benefits to the local community of having a local pool. Some comment has been made about the importance of access to swimming pools in terms of the health and well-being agenda.

There has been a degree of misunderstanding about which pools would be affected with some assuming it would be all municipal swimming pools. 




Section 4: Findings from the questionnaire survey element of the consultation

Well over 700 people completed the online survey element of the consultation. It should be noted at the outset that respondents were “self-selecting”; as such the results cannot be taken as a statistically reliable measure of public opinion. However, a response of this size should give a reasonably accurate “rule of thumb” guide to broad public opinion.
Table 1 below shows the percentage of respondents who indicated they supported the implementation of that budget option. The table is ordered from most to least popular option.

All proposals bar two have between 40-50% of respondents supporting their implementation. The only proposals that do not follow this pattern are on-street parking, where support for implementation drops to 35% (and where the proportion who are strongly opposed increases to 40%), and reviewing the registration service where support increases to 57%.

Table 1: Levels of support for budget options
	Option
	% of respondents supporting implementation* 
	No. of respondents answering

	Review registration services 
	57
	640

	Review social care transport payment arrangements
	50
	663

	Remove recycling credits payments
	49
	666

	Review operation of household waste recycling centres
	47
	674

	Review contracting arrangements for domiciliary care
	46
	669

	Review Supporting People contracts
	45
	671

	Remove funding for community use of swimming pools
	45
	685

	Reduce staffing levels at stations with one pump and a Landrover
	45
	653

	Review library and archive services
	44
	673

	Reduction in grant giving
	44
	675

	Review day services for older people
	41
	672

	Reduce waste prevention activities
	41
	670

	Reduce countryside access services to statutory
	41
	673

	Low Level Activity Response model arrangements 
	41
	634

	Implement charging for on-street parking
	35
	685


*Respondents were asked to what extent they supported or opposed the implementation of each option, they were invited to choose on a 5 point scale between Strongly Support and Strongly Oppose. The figures given above show the percentage that chose either Strong Support or Support.
In terms of priority areas of threatened (or ceased) grant funding in Children’s Services table 2 below shows the percentage of survey respondents who indicated the council should prioritise each area of activity funded by grants.  There is general bias towards prioritising preventative services at the expense of schools related grants.

Table 2: Prioritisation of Children’s Services grant funded activity
	Area of grant funding
	% of respondents who prioritised this area of activity

	Sure Start
	49

	Carers grant
	47

	Child & Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS)
	45

	Children's social care workforce
	39

	Connexions 
	38

	Youth offending
	33

	Positive activities for young children 
	31

	Substance misuse
	28

	Sports grants
	27

	Aiming High Grant
	26

	Adult education
	24

	Teenage pregnancy
	24

	Children’s Fund
	23

	14-19 Grants
	21

	Child Death Review Panel 
	21

	Youth Opportunity Fund
	20

	Care Matters
	18

	Learning and Skills Council
	17

	Designated Teacher funding
	16

	School intervention
	15

	Post 16 transport
	15

	Extended right to free travel
	14

	Education health partners
	13

	Secondary behaviour and attendance - central co-ordination
	13

	Child Trust Fund
	13

	School Improvement Partners (SIP)
	11

	Think family grant
	11

	Children's Workforce Development Council
	11

	Flexible 14-19 Partnership
	10

	Integrated children's systems (IT System)
	10

	Primary National Strategy - central co-ordination 
	9

	Secondary National Strategy - central co-ordination
	7

	School travel advisors
	6

	Choice advisors
	5

	Independent State School Partnership
	4


In terms of priority areas of threatened (or ceased) grant funding related to environment and community safety table 3 below shows the percentage of survey respondents who indicated the council should prioritise each area of activity funded by grants.  Support for the rural bus subsidy is clearly the top priority here.
Table 3: Prioritisation of Environment and community safety grant funded activity

	Area of grant funding
	% of respondents who prioritised this area of activity

	Rural bus subsidy
	59

	Road safety
	50

	New responsibility: English National Concessionary Travel Scheme
	45

	Cycle training
	30

	Community Safety grant
	25

	Surface water grant
	22

	Open access grant
	19

	National Trail
	17

	Habitat regulations assessment
	15

	Animal movements payment
	11

	Transport asset management
	11

	De-trunking
	10

	Aggregate levy sustainability fund
	6

	Economic assessment duty
	6


In terms of priority areas of threatened (or ceased) grant funding in Adult Services the table below shows the percentage of survey respondents who indicated the council should prioritise each area of activity funded by grants. Support for carers emerges as the top priority, but with significant support for the majority of grant funded areas.
Table 4: Prioritisation of Adult Services grant funded activity

	Area of grant funding
	% of respondents who prioritised this area of activity

	Carers Grant
	50

	Mental Health Grant
	34

	Mental Capacity Act/Independent Mental Advocate Service
	33

	Learning Disability Development Fund
	33

	Supporting People Main Programme
	32

	Stroke Grant
	32

	Adult Social Care Workforce Development Grant
	24

	Social Care Reform Grant
	17

	HIV/AIDS Grant
	15

	Preserved Rights Grant
	10


Table 5 below gives a brief overview of the demographic profile of survey respondents. The response to the survey was skewed towards females and broadly speaking the middle aged. 

Table 5: Demographic profile of respondents

	Gender/Age/Disability/Ethnicity
	% of respondents

	Male
	42

	Female
	58

	Transgender
	<1

	16 or under
	1

	17-25
	5

	26-35
	12

	36-45
	23

	46-55
	29

	56-65
	22

	66-75
	8

	75+
	<1

	Disabled
	11

	White
	98

	BME
	2


Section 5: Report from the 6 community events

During January 2011 a series of 6 public consultation events were held, one in each of Cumbria’s 6 districts. The events took place in Barrow, Carlisle, Egremont, Cockermouth and Kendal between 7pm and 9pm. Each event was presented by one of the council’s Corporate Directors. A similar format was followed at each event, with short presentations by the Corporate Director being followed by questions and discussion and feedback drawn together with “votes” using electronic handsets. In total approximately 400 people attended the 6 events including groups representing young people, carers, local traders, learning disabled adults and youth groups. Feedback on the format was generally positive. 
The substance of the feedback received has been included in the summary information in Sections 2 and 3 above but for completeness the results of the “votes” using the electronic handsets is included below in table 6.

As can be seen, on some of the budget options there was a wide variation in opinion between attendees at different events, Kendal and Penrith attendees in particular “voted” in favour of on-street parking charges. Taking an average of the votes at the 6 events it is notable that the lowest level of support was for changes to the grants the council makes to organisations. This probably reflects the fact that many attendees at events were representing potentially affected organisations.
Table 6: Results of handset “votes” at public events
	Budget option
	% of event attendees who agreed that the option should be implemented*

	
	Allerdale
	Penrith
	Kendal
	Carlisle
	Barrow
	Copeland
	AVERAGE

	Changes to registration service
	87
	91
	87
	92
	69
	89
	86

	Review contracts for supporting people
	90
	78
	75
	67
	85
	90
	81

	Review contracts for home care 
	82
	62
	82
	64
	84
	94
	78

	Reviewing day services
	78
	84
	57
	75
	84
	91
	78

	Review the way social care transport payments are made
	76
	70
	77
	74
	75
	83
	76

	Stop recycling credits payments
	64
	53
	83
	63
	71
	82
	69

	Reduce waste prevention activity
	62
	70
	71
	57
	74
	66
	67

	Changes to libraries and archives services
	63
	57
	56
	67
	63
	66
	62

	Reduce rights of way to legal minimum
	58
	37
	58
	38
	71
	66
	55

	Stop subsidy for 8 swimming pools
	36
	83
	40
	40
	67
	30
	49

	Reduce the number of Household Waste Recycling Centres
	43
	44
	58
	39
	46
	51
	47

	Introduce low level activity and risk model
	28
	33
	85
	40
	45
	16
	41

	Introduce on street parking
	25
	68
	55
	35
	28
	12
	37

	Reduce staffing levels at one pump and Landrover stations
	31
	18
	68
	38
	45
	20
	37

	Reduce grants to organisations
	22
	36
	21
	38
	21
	44
	30


*percentages derived from use of electronic voting handsets and are based on the number of people who voted at each event, which wasn’t necessarily the total number of attendees. Figures also exclude “don’t know” answers.
Section 6: Feedback from key stakeholder groups
At the outset of the public consultation the council identified four key stakeholder groups. Particular efforts were made to gather feedback from these groups. The groups were:
· Equalities groups including AWAZ, OutREACH Cumbria and Cumbria Disability Network

· Cumbrian Third Sector organisations through the Cumbria Third Sector Network

· The local business community

· Schools, through the Cumbria Schools Forum

The type of consultation activity undertaken with these groups is briefly described in Section 1 above. The feedback from each of these groups is summarised below.

Equality Partners response
This section presents the results of consultation with AWAZ. Cumbria Disability Network and OutREACH Cumbria on the budget options and changes to grants relating to Cumbria County Council’s 2011/12 budget. The feedback focuses on the issues around:

· Disability

· Ethnicity

· Sexual Orientation 

· Socio-economic status and rurality

The aim was to identify potential issues if the total amount in the grant was removed or reduced or changes made to the budget.

Savings options Adults and Older People

	Option
	Feedback
	Suggestions on mitigation  

	Review contracting arrangements for domiciliary care
	Cumbria Disability Network 

How would setting maximum prices affect people in rural areas who might have to pay more? Would this mean that disabled people in isolated areas would loose some of their budget as a result?


	Explore targeting Direct Payments at people in rural areas

	Review Supporting People contracts
	OutREACH Cumbria

Concerns about vulnerability of gay people in supported accommodation, recipients of housing benefit and using private landlords.
	Need to consider issues raised by OutREACH Cumbria as part of the review.

	Review Day Services for Older Adults
	Cumbria Disability Network 

Ensure user groups are part of the review.
	

	Review Social Care transport payment arrangements
	Cumbria Disability Network

What impact will this have on people already receiving budgets in terms of the amount of money they have to spend on other things

In view of changes to DLA , which could mean fewer people receiving mobility allowance , how will people's overall care needs be met if funds are being used for transport. 
	Explore the impact of changes to DLA on peoples ability to budget for their needs.


Savings Options Environment

	Option
	Feedback
	Suggestions on mitigation  

	Review operation of household waste recycling centres
	Cumbria Disability Network

Increased dependence on neighbours for some disabled people. Possibly greater distances to travel to HWRCs.
	Explore potential for working with District Councils and how issues could be addressed through activity such as assisted doorstep collections.

	Reduce countryside access to services to statutory minimum
	Concerns raised by the Carlisle Asian Women’s Group

Countryside Rangers have supported a number of Asian women to access the countryside and has reduced social isolation and opportunities to integrate.

Cumbria Disability Network

Concerns about whether existing accessible paths would fall into disrepair and reduce access to the country for people with mobility impairments.
	Explore options such as whether a limited programme of guided walks can be maintained or through use of volunteer guides.

Consider option to identify priority paths to maintain in addition to statutory minimum based on disability accessibility criteria – possibly include within any Third Sector and Big Society work.


Savings Options Libraries, Registration Services and other services
	Option
	Feedback
	Suggestions on mitigation  

	Review registration services
	OutREACH Cumbria

Concerns about the impact of reduced services on Civil Partnership Ceremonies
	Explore further in review of the service

	Review Libraries 
	AWAZ

BME people feel that access to English language learning

and more material resources on diverse cultures and languages should be made

available as well as activities for children currently available must continue.
	

	Reduce grant giving and funding to the 3rd/private sector
	AWAZ

Ensure that definitions of vulnerability do not make assumptions about who is vulnerable.

OutREACH Cumbria

There is little or no targeted grants for Lesbian, Gay, Bi-sexual or Transgender people older than 25 years old.

OutREACH Cumbria

Isolation of LGB and T people, lack of social outlets and dedicated support and advice.

Cumbria Disability Network

Need a clearer understanding on how changes would affect disabled people.
	Consider developing new or revising criteria for targeting grants which take account of Equality Act criteria. 

LGB and T people set up and run a helpline as a community project.

Develop better webpresence.

Involve disabled people and Third Sector organisations representing disabled people in reviews.


Grants: Children’s Services
Potential impacts of ceasing activities altogether

	Option
	Feedback
	Suggestions for Mitigation

	School Improvement Partners
	OutREACH Cumbria 

Concerns raised about how awareness of sexual orientation could raised with school governors.
	

	School intervention
	OutREACH Cumbria 

Concerns about how homophobic bullying at school would be addressed.
	

	Children’s Development Workforce Council
	OutREACH Cumbria

Training for social care staff supporting Looked After Children on sexual orientation. Issues of support Gay, Lesbian and Bi-sexual young people leaving care. 
	

	Post 16 Transport
	
	Explore through EIAs

	Sports Grants
	AWAZ

BME people have rated this as a priority area, particularly for building community cohesion.
	Consider mapping alternatives, or how this can be built into existing contracts.


Environment and Community Safety Grants

The Impacts below need to be considered in relation to implementing any reductions

	Option
	Feedback
	Advice on mitigation to explore in EIAs

	National Concessionary Travel Scheme
	Cumbria Disability Network:

Many disabled bus users are of working age and use the bus to get to work and training
	Explore how options for enabling disabled people to use concessionary passes prior to 9:30

	Community Safety Grant
	AWAZ

Work should still focus on talking prejudice and promoting understanding.
	Consider exploring how any spend in future is targeted at need 


Third Sector response

The response from the Cumbria Third Sector Network follows a number of meetings of Third Sector Executive Members, a consultation event with the full Third Sector Network on 17 January 2011 (attended by around 60 people), and written information received from Network members. 

Much of the work undertaken by Third Sector organisations is preventative. As such, it does not directly delivery the council’s statutory duties, but it does support the council achieving its priorities. The impact of cuts on this kind of work will not be seen immediately, but the medium and long term impact may be severe; services and organisations that close during this period will be difficult and costly to replace. These are some of the “unintended consequences” of cuts to grants to, and contracts with, Cumbria’s Third Sector organisations.

Key points from the submission are summarised below:
1. Cumbria has a strong Third Sector that supports CCC priorities

· There are over 5,000 community organisations in Cumbria, with an income in excess of £200m, around 6,000 employees and over 50,000 volunteers.

· Many of these organisations undertake preventative work with disadvantaged people, and are so fundamental to supporting CCC objectives.

· This forms the basis of Cumbria’s “Big Society”.

2. CCC Budget Proposals identify a minimum of £500k in cuts to Third Sector organisations

· This figure may be much higher, as the level of reductions in government grants to CCC, and the knock on effect on local funding, is not yet clear. 
3. Research suggests up to 25% of Third Sector organisations may close as a result of public sector cuts

· Although this is from other areas (Lancashire and the NE) of the UK, there is no reason to assume the risk is significantly different in Cumbria.

4. CCC can minimise this impact by changing its approach, and managing the transition sensibly, for example:

· Phasing cuts to allow organisations opportunities to collaborate, cut costs, restructure and plan effectively.
· Assessing the implications - both for service users and on public sector services - of cuts to the Third Sector before implementation (the “unintended consequences”).
· Empowering officers to work with Third Sector organisations to find creative solutions, and to be flexible with budgets.
· Identifying emergency resources, possibly as a special fund, to ensure that organisations providing key services to the most disadvantaged people are not lost, and to gain time to find solutions that mitigate the effects of funding cuts.
5. Vulnerable service users will suffer if change is not managed to minimise gaps in service provision.

Local business response
The Cumbria Chamber of Commerce made the following points based on its general experience of the business sector in Cumbria.

· We believe it’s fundamental to the county’s future that the county’s priorities include economic growth and support for business. We understand that finances are under pressure in the current climate but support is wider than financial support and so support in terms of a constructive environment for investment, including planning, is vital.

· As regards protecting the environment it’s crucial to get the balance right, in particular given the localism bill and the opportunities it gives for NIMBYism. 

· On street parking charges are a real concern, particularly in these difficult economic times for businesses and consumers. If these have to be introduced then this must be handled very carefully. On street charges would be more acceptable to business if the revenue generated is seen to be reinvested in ways that directly benefit business – such as the public realm in the vicinity.

· Economic development and business support need to work proactively to enable businesses to achieve their potential.

· We are very concerned about cuts to 14-19 funding, and indeed any activities which support young people to achieve their potential and in time contribute positively to the county’s economy. 

Cumbria Schools Forum

The schools forum discussed the consultation document at their meeting on 21 January but provided no specific feedback. Their general comments were critical of the consultations lack of information about schools. No views were expressed on any of the budget options under consideration.

Section 7: Organisations that responded to the consultation
1. Age UK South Lakeland

2. Allerdale Borough Council Overview and Scrutiny Committee

3. Arlecdon and Frizington Parish Council

4. Arts out West

5. Asian Women’s Group Carlisle

6. Babyworld Kendal

7. Blawith & Subberthwaite Parish Council

8. Bolton Memorial Hall

9. Brampton Parish Council

10. Bristol & Gloucester Archaeological Society

11. Broughton Moor Parish Council

12. Byways and Bridleways Trust

13. CADAS

14. CALC

15. Carlisle & North Cumbria Group of The Ramblers

16. Carlisle and Eden CDRP

17. Carlisle Carers Association

18. Carlisle MENCAP
19. Clothes Aid Services LTD

20. Cockermouth Chamber of Trade

21. Cockermouth Town Council

22. Copeland Borough Council 

23. Council for British Archaeology

24. Creative Futures Cumbria
25. Cumbria Cerebral Palsy

26. Cumbria Community Recycling Network

27. Cumbria County History Trust

28. Cumbria CVS

29. Cumbria Federation Young Farmers

30. Cumbria Mental Health Group

31. Cumbria Police Authority
32. Cumbria Strategy Group for Children and Young People with Caring Responsibilities

33. Cumbria Third Sector Network

34. Cumbria Youth Alliance

35. Cummersdale Parish Council

36. Dean Parish Council

37. Disabled Ramblers

38. Eden Carers

39. Egremont and District Pool Trust

40. Egremont Town Council

41. Federation of Small Businesses

42. Fire Brigades Union (FBU) in Cumbria

43. Friends of the Lake District 

44. Furness Enterprise

45. Furness Enterprise LTD

46. Glenmore Trust

47. Grange Group of the Ramblers

48. Hethersgill Parish Council

49. High Furness Local Area Partnership

50. Hincaster Trailway Group

51. Hutton Parish Council

52. Impact Housing

53. Institute of Public Rights of Way and Access Management

54. Irthington Parish Council

55. John Muir Award

56. Kaber Parish Council

57. Kendal and District Cycle Scene

58. Kendal Ramblers

59. Kirkby Ireleth Parish Council

60. Kirkby Lonsdale Town Council

61. Kirkby Stephen Parish Council

62. Kirkby Stephen Walkers are Welcome

63. Lake District Local Access Forum

64. Lake District National Park Authority

65. Lake District Ramblers

66. Land Access & Recreation Association

67. Lazonby and District History Society

68. Learning to Change Parent Steering Group
69. Morland Parish Council

70. National autistic society

71. National Housing Federation North West

72. National Trust

73. Open Spaces Society

74. Prism Arts

75. Queen Katherine School, Kendal

76. Ramblers Association West Cumbria Group

77. Satterthwaite Parish Council

78. Social Responsibility Forum of Churches Together in Cumbria

79. Solway Coast AONB

80. South Lakeland Carers

81. South Lakeland District Council

82. St Bees Parish Council

83. Sunbeams Music Trust

84. The Wainwright Society

85. Theatre by the Lake

86. Trail Riders Fellowship (Cumbria group)

87. West Cumbria Carers

88. West Cumbria Community Safety Partnership

89. West Cumbria People First

90. West House (West Cumbria)

91. Wetheral Parish Council

92. Windermere and Bowness Civic Society

93. Windermere Town Council

94. Working Together 50+ Forums (South Cumbria)
95. Workington Rambling Club

96. Yorkshire Dales Local Access Forum

