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Executive Summary 
 

Stirling Council’s Big Conversation 26–27 consultation invited residents, staff and 
stakeholders to provide feedback on 16 detailed proposals developed to help address a 
projected £14.3 million budget gap for 2026–27. Conducted between 6 January and 1 
February 2026, the consultation received 2,691 responses, with 1,683 participants (62%) 
completing equalities monitoring questions. The exercise sought views across three themes: 
raising more income, reducing services, and changing the way services are delivered. 
 

Respondent Profile 
Engagement was recorded across all wards, with Forth and Endrick accounting for the 
largest share of responses (25%). Dunblane and Bridge of Allan, Stirling North, and Stirling 
West each contributed 14%, while smaller proportions were received from Trossachs and 
Teith (11%), Bannockburn (9%) and Stirling East (8%). A further 4% of responses came from 
outside the Council area. Stirling Council staff accounted for 20% of all submissions. 
 

Key Findings  
• Across the five proposals to raise additional income, four received majority support 

from the public: housing licensing (72% agree), increased parking charges (70%), 
increased nursery fees for non-statutory childcare (63%), and burial charges (55%). 
The proposed increase in the garden waste permit was the only income-raising 
measure not to attract majority support (48% agree).  

• Qualitative feedback indicates that support was strongest where proposals were 
perceived as fair, cost-recovery based, or aligned with regulatory and environmental 
objectives. However, respondents emphasised the need to consider affordability 
impacts, unintended consequences, and proportionality of savings. 

• In contrast, proposals to reduce services were met with substantial opposition. Of six 
service-reduction proposals, five were opposed by a clear majority. The strongest 
opposition related to reductions affecting additional support for learning (ASN 
inclusion team, learning assistant time, and educational psychology), where 
disagreement ranged from 69% to 85%. Youth participation and supported bus 
services were also opposed by significant majorities, reflecting concerns about rural 
isolation, safeguarding, early intervention, and long-term social costs. The only 
service-reduction proposal to receive majority agreement was the reduction of 
clothing grants (55%), although this remained closely contested. 

• Proposals framed as service redesign or efficiency measures were more positively 
received. Four of five proposals under “Changing the Way We Do Things” attracted 
majority support, including reviewing small schools and shared headships (70%), 
changes to school transport (69%), dimming streetlights (67%), and efficiencies 
within the music tuition service (60%). However, support was frequently conditional, 
with respondents seeking safeguards around safety, equity, workforce impact, and 

service quality. The proposal to outsource primary and nursery school meals was 
opposed by 66% of respondents, with strong concerns regarding food standards, 
long-term costs, and employment impacts. 
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• Staff responses broadly mirrored those of residents. Staff demonstrated strong 
support for income-raising measures and significant opposition to reductions 
affecting children, families, and additional support needs. Similarly, staff expressed 
conditional support for efficiency-based redesign proposals, while opposing 
outsourcing of school meals. 
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Background 
 
Stirling Council, like many other councils in Scotland, is facing ongoing and unprecedented 
financial pressures. The main reason for this is that the funding and income we receive no 
longer meets our rising costs to deliver the services that people in our communities rely on 
every day, from educating children and young people, to maintaining a vast road network, 
or collecting and recycling waste. 

An ageing population (since 2010/11, the over-65 population in Scotland has grown 
by over 26%) and rising prices for everyday essentials are increasing the costs to deliver our 
services, particularly in areas such as housing and social care. High inflation has also driven 

up the cost of energy, materials and other supplies which has impacted the costs for a wide 
range of service areas. In this challenging environment, we have also supported our staff 
through pay uplifts. Improvements to key infrastructure, including schools, nurseries, roads, 

flooding schemes and digital technology, are increasingly expensive but vital to ensure we 
can continue to provide high-quality services and protect communities across Stirling.   

All Scottish councils receive two types of funding: revenue funding is mainly used to 
pay for the daily running costs of operating services, including staff salaries, and covers 
things like nurseries and schools, social services, household waste and recycling. Capital 
funding is used to buy, maintain or improve assets such as buildings, infrastructure or 
equipment. For example: new paths, improvements to roads and bridges, new buildings and 
schools, and major long-term investments such as the Stirling Studios development at 
Forthside. Our total revenue budget this year (2025-26) is £325.6 million. More than 70% of 
this comes from the Scottish Government and non-domestic rates, 20% from council tax and 
8% from council housing rents. Over £81 million was allocated for our capital budget this 

year (2025-26) and this is primarily funded through capital grants from the Scottish 
Government including specific flood funding schemes, other grant funding from the UK 
Government with a large proportion funded through borrowing which has a consequential 

revenue cost to pay this back. Stirling was one of two councils in Scotland (the other being 
East Lothian) whose reduction in capital funding this year was forecast to offset any increase 
in revenue funding, resulting in a real-term reduction to our total funding. 

The Accounts Commission reported that at the time setting their budgets for this 
year (2025-26), Scottish councils identified a difference of £647 million between anticipated 
expenditure and the funding and income they receive. This budget gap must be bridged as 
councils have a legal obligation to set a balanced budget for each financial year. Councils 
across Scotland agreed a range of actions to do this – all of them raised council tax by 
between six and 15.6 per cent, with the rest made up through savings, drawing on reserves 
and increasing or introducing charges for accessing some services.  Stirling Council addressed 
its budget shortfall of £12.3 million this year through an 8.8% increase in council tax and a 
range of savings totalling £7.7 million, which mainly consisted of making efficiencies across 
services. The decisions on the budget were informed by a ‘Big Conversation’ with residents 
and communities where more than 4,300 people of all ages had their say on the detailed 
savings proposals and other areas of the budget in two surveys. 

Careful planning and robust financial management in recent years (more than £45m 
worth of savings over the last nine years) has allowed Stirling Council to negotiate financial 

challenges and balance its budget. However, the financial pressures have been increasing, 
with £11.7m of savings having been required in the current financial year (2024-25) 
alone.  In 2025-26, the council is required to close a budget gap of £14.3m.    
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Approach to Consultation  
 
The ‘Big Conversation 26-27’ provided an opportunity for the people of Stirling to have 
their say on the services and support that they value most from their council, 
to provide feedback on savings proposals, and to share their ideas on reshaping services. 
This year’s Big Conversation began on 6th January 2026, with a survey published on the 
council’s Engage platform and available in physical form from libraries across the Stirling 

council area. The survey asked participants whether they agreed or disagreed with a 
proposed budget saving with an opportunity to then provide open comment alongside on 
how these savings may impact them, the people that they know in their community, and 

people with protected characteristics. The consultation closed on 1st February 2026 and a 
total of 2691 responses were received. This report provides analysis of those responses and 
feedback that we received.   

 
 

Ward Responses 
 

At the beginning of the survey, respondents were asked which ward within the Stirling 
council area do they live, this also included an option for those who reside in other Scottish 
local authorities. The Forth and Endrick ward accounted for the largest share at 25%, 
representing one quarter of all submissions. Wards 3 (Dunblane and Bridge of Allan), 4 
(Stirling North), and 5 (Stirling West) each contributed 14%, indicating broadly similar levels 
of engagement across these areas. Ward 1 – Trossachs and Teith accounted for 11% of 
responses, while lower levels of participation were recorded in Ward 7 – Bannockburn (9%) 
and Ward 6 – Stirling East (8%). A small proportion of responses (4%) came from individuals 
residing outside the Stirling Council area.  
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Demographic Data from Respondents  
 
In total 1683 respondents replied to the equalities monitoring questions at the end of the 
consultation. This equates to 62% of the consultation responses. A summary of the 
demographic data from these responses is provided below: 
 

• Female respondents make up the clear majority (65.9%) of responses, with male 
respondents at 32.1% and only 2% preferring not to disclose. 

• An overwhelming majority of respondents (97.7%) identify as the sex they were 
assigned at birth, with only 0.2% saying no and 2.1% preferring not to answer. 

• Most respondents identify as straight/heterosexual (88.9%), with small proportions 
selecting gay or lesbian (3.1%), bisexual (2.1%), or self-describing (0.7%), and 5.1% 

choosing not to disclose. 

• The sample is overwhelmingly White (95.7%), with all other ethnic groups each 
below 1.2% and 1.7% choosing not to say. 

• A majority of respondents report no religious affiliation (58.9%), with the next 
largest groups being Church of Scotland (19.7%), Other Christian (8.3%), and Roman 
Catholic (7%), while all other religions each account for under 1% and 3.7% prefer 
not to say. 

• Most respondents (76.1%) report no limitations to daily activities, while 20.7% 
experience some level of limitation (“a little” or “a lot”) and 3.3% prefer not to say, 
indicating that around one in five participants live with a long-term condition 
affecting day-to-day life. 

• Nearly two-thirds of respondents are married (63.8%), with 18.1% never married and 
smaller proportions identifying as divorced, widowed, or in/previously in civil 
partnerships. 

• The vast majority of respondents (83.7%) are neither currently pregnant nor recently 
gave birth, with 12.1% saying the question is not applicable, 2.4% reporting 
pregnancy or a recent birth, and 1.8% preferring not to say. 

• Just over half of respondents (52.2%) report no caring responsibilities, while 26.9% 
care primarily for children under 18 and smaller proportions support older people, 
disabled children, or disabled adults. 
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Raising More Income 
 
Five budget proposals aimed at generating additional income were presented as part of the 
consultation. Overall, four of the five proposals attract majority support, indicating a general 
willingness among respondents to consider proposals that would raise more income. The 
strongest backing is observed for housing licensing (72% agree, 28% disagree) and parking 
charges (70% agree, 30% disagree), both of which command clear margins of support 

exceeding 40 percentage points. Increasing nursery fees for non-statutory childcare also 
secures majority approval (63% agree, 37% disagree), although the higher level of 
opposition suggests greater sensitivity around costs affecting families. Support narrows 

considerably in relation to burial charges and fees for lairs (55% agree, 45% disagree), where 
opinion is more evenly divided. The only proposal to face majority opposition to the 
increase of the garden waste permit (48% agree, 52% disagree), though the margin remains 

relatively small, indicating closely balanced views. In addition to indicating whether they 
agreed or disagreed with each proposal, respondents were invited to provide qualitative 
comments. The following section considers each proposal in turn and summarises the 
feedback received.  
 

 

 

 

Housing licensing (Generating £70,000 of additional income) 
Responses to the housing licensing proposal focused less on the principle of licensing and 
more on who should bear the costs, how the fee structure is designed, and whether the 
Council can demonstrate clear cost recovery and effective enforcement. A substantial 
proportion of respondents supported higher fees for HMOs and, in particular, short-term 
lets, frequently framing these as profit-generating activities that should not be subsidised by 
general taxpayers. Supportive comments commonly argued that fees should at least achieve 
full cost recovery for administration, inspection, and enforcement, and several respondents 
explicitly questioned why the wider public should underwrite the regulatory system for 

private landlords. Many also called for stronger regulation alongside higher fees with more 
inspections, clearer quality standards, meaningful penalties for non-compliance, and more 
active action against unlicensed or “under the radar” short-term lets and HMOs. To many of 

the respondents, higher charges would be more acceptable if they were demonstrably 
linked to improved standards and compliance. Some respondents went further, viewing fee 
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increases as a tool to discourage over-provision of HMOs and short-term lets in the city 
centre and to reduce perceived displacement of local residents, including calls to remove 

block discounts, increase charges for larger properties or higher occupancy, and adopt per-
occupant or per-tenant approaches to make the system more equitable and progressive. 

In contrast, both supporters and opponents of the proposal raised concerns that 
landlords would pass fee increases directly onto tenants through higher rents, with 
potential knock-on consequences for affordability, student and low-income households, 
homelessness pressures, and increased housing benefit expenditure. Several respondents 
highlighted the particular sensitivity of Stirling’s context as a university city and a largely 
rural local authority area: comments noted existing rent inflation, scarcity of private lets, 
limited alternatives for people unable to access mortgages or social housing, and the risk 
that further cost pressures could prompt some landlords (especially small-scale or 
“accidental” landlords) to exit the market. This risk was used by some respondents to argue 
against increases altogether, or to argue for differentiated treatment such as lower 
increases for single-property landlords or single-family lets, higher charges for large 
portfolios, larger HMOs, corporate operators, and short-term lets perceived to be running as 

businesses. A recurring critique concerned the internal consistency and transparency of the 
current charging model: respondents questioned why HMOs and short-term lets were 
treated differently (notably the scale of a 10% increase for HMOs versus 30% for short-term 

lets), why block discounts remain substantial, and whether the fee-to-occupant ratios create 
perverse outcomes that penalise smaller operators relative to larger ones. Across the 
comments, there was a clear expectation that any revised charging approach should be 

more clearly justified with evidence, better aligned to enforcement capacity, and designed 
to avoid unintended consequences for tenants and housing supply either through stronger 
renter protections, a more progressive fee structure, or clearer safeguards against cost pass-
through. 
 

 

Parking charges (Generating £190,000 of additional income) 
A dominant theme across the responses was concern about the potential negative impact of 
increased parking charges on the vitality of Stirling city centre. Many respondents argued 
that higher charges, particularly for short stays and the proposed introduction of Sunday 
charging, likely result in reduced footfall exacerbating existing challenges faced by retail, 
hospitality, and independent businesses. Respondents frequently characterised the 
proposal as a “false economy”, suggesting that any short-term income gains could be offset 
by longer-term losses through reduced business activity, declining business rates, and 
increased shop vacancies. Comparisons were commonly made with out-of-town retail parks 
and neighbouring towns where parking is free or significantly cheaper, reinforcing 
perceptions that Stirling would become less competitive as a destination for shopping, 
leisure, and tourism. 

Concerns around equity and accessibility were also prominent. Respondents 
highlighted the disproportionate impact on rural residents with limited public transport, 
city-centre workers on low or moderate incomes who rely on daily parking, older people, 
carers, and those with mobility challenges who do not qualify for concessions. Many felt 
that increasing parking charges without first improving public transport, particularly evening 

and Sunday services, would unfairly penalise those with no realistic alternative to driving. 
There was also anxiety that higher charges would lead to displacement effects, including 
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increased parking in residential streets, private car parks (notably supermarket car parks), 
and illegal or unsafe parking, potentially increasing enforcement pressures and 

neighbourhood disruption. 
While opposition was strong, a significant number of respondents expressed 

conditional or qualified support for the proposal. Those in favour generally accepted parking 
charges as a legitimate means of raising income and managing demand, particularly where 
they aligned with environmental objectives such as reducing car use, encouraging active 
travel, and supporting public transport. However, this support was often contingent on 
changes to the structure and implementation of the charges. A widespread criticism 
concerned the tariff design, with many respondents arguing that the proposed rates for 
one- and two-hour stays were disproportionately high relative to the all-day charge. 
Suggestions commonly included introducing a more graduated pricing structure, reducing 
short-stay charges, offering an intermediate time band (e.g. 3–4 hours), or making the first 
30 minutes or first hour free to support quick visits and high turnover of spaces. Many called 
for stronger and more consistent enforcement of existing parking restrictions, arguing that 
better compliance could generate additional income without raising tariffs. Finally, a 

recurring expectation was that any additional revenue should be transparently ringfenced 
for transport-related improvements, particularly enhanced bus services, park-and-ride 
facilities, and active travel infrastructure, to demonstrate a clear public benefit and provide 

credible alternatives to driving into the city centre. 
 
 

Increase nursery fees for non-statutory childcare (Generating £40,000 
of additional income) 
Responses to the proposal to increase nursery fees for non-statutory childcare reveal deeply 
polarised views, with a clear concern about impacts on working families, employment 
incentives, and gender equality, alongside a minority who regard the increase as modest, 
reasonable, or overdue. The most consistent and strongly expressed theme is that childcare 
costs are already a significant financial burden and that further increases risk making paid 
employment unviable for many parents; particularly mothers, single parents, low-income 
households, and families with disabled children who do not qualify for funded hours. A 
number of respondents argue that higher fees would actively discourage parents from 
returning to work or force reductions in working hours, with knock-on effects for household 
income, gender pay gaps, labour market participation, and ultimately council and national  
finances through increased benefit dependency. Many respondents characterise the 
proposal as effectively “taxing work” or “paying to work”, and question the logic of raising 
fees for a service widely viewed as essential to economic participation, child development, 
and tackling child poverty. 

At the same time, a substantial minority of respondents accept or support the 

increase, typically on the grounds that it is relatively modest, remains well below private 
sector rates, or reflects the real cost of delivering childcare. Some argue that council nursery 
fees currently undercut private providers and should rise to avoid market distortion, while 
others take the view that childcare is a parental responsibility and that non-statutory 
provision should generate income wherever possible. However, even among those broadly 
supportive, many attach important conditions: that increases should be limited to inflation, 
accompanied by clear equality impact assessments, and mitigated through means-testing, 
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sibling discounts, caps, or targeted support for lower-income working families. There is also 
widespread scepticism about the value of the proposal as a budget measure, with many 

respondents highlighting that the projected income is small relative to the potential social 
and economic costs, and warning that short-term revenue gains could be outweighed by 
reduced workforce participation, increased demand for public services, and adverse long-
term outcomes for children. 
 

 

Burial charges and fees for lairs (Generating £14,000 of additional 
income) 
Consultation responses to the proposed increases in burial charges and lair fees indicate 
predominantly negative sentiment, with opposition focused on proportionality, fairness, 
and the limited financial benefit relative to the potential impact on bereaved families. A 
recurring theme is that funerals are already widely perceived as expensive, particularly 
during a cost-of-living crisis, and that additional charges would place further strain on 

families at a time of emotional vulnerability. Many respondents characterise the proposal as 
insensitive or exploitative, frequently questioning the appropriateness of raising revenue 
from what is viewed as an unavoidable and essential service. A significant number argue 
that the projected additional income of £14,000 is trivial in the context of the overall budget 

gap and does not justify the distress, reputational damage, or administrative effort 
associated with implementation. Concerns are also raised about funeral poverty, access to 
estates prior to confirmation, and the risk of pushing lower-income households into debt. 

In contrast, a smaller number of respondents expressed support for the proposal. 
Supportive comments typically frame burial as a service that should operate on a full cost-
recovery basis, with some suggesting that non-resident charges could be increased further 
to reflect the contribution of local taxpayers. Several respondents also argue that weekend 
premiums are reasonable where they reflect additional staffing or operational costs. 
However, even among those broadly supportive, there are calls for mitigation measures, 
including means-testing, hardship grants, phased increases, or limiting rises to non-residents 
and discretionary elements.  
 
 

Garden waste permit (Generating £150,000 of additional income) 
Responses to the proposed increase in the garden waste permit fee reveal overwhelming 
opposition, with concerns consistently centred on affordability, environmental 
consequences, fairness, and the overall effectiveness of the charging model. A dominant 
and recurring theme is that the permit is already perceived as expensive having risen 
sharply from around £35 to £52 in a relatively short period and that a further increase to 

£60 represents a disproportionate, above-inflation rise during an ongoing cost-of-living 
crisis. Many respondents frame the charge as a form of “double taxation”, arguing that 
garden waste collection should be funded through council tax as a core service, particularly 

given that brown bins are already collected for food waste regardless of permit status. 
There is strong evidence of price sensitivity: numerous comments explicitly reference 
declining permit uptake following previous increases and predict that a further rise would 

reduce participation even more, undermining projected income and reinforcing the view 
that the proposal is economically self-defeating. 
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Environmental and behavioural impacts feature prominently throughout the 
feedback. Respondents repeatedly warn that higher charges discourage responsible disposal 

and recycling, instead incentivising undesirable behaviours such as fly-tipping, burning 
garden waste, and placing garden waste into grey bins destined for landfill. Many describe 
these outcomes as already visible across Stirling, particularly in rural areas and on back 
roads, and argue that any additional clean-up, enforcement, and environmental 
remediation costs would likely exceed the marginal revenue gained from a higher permit 
fee. Several respondents explicitly frame the proposal as contradictory to net-zero 
objectives, noting that garden waste is one of the few waste streams that can be composted 
and reused productively. Concerns are also raised about indirect environmental harms, 
including reduced gardening, paving over green spaces, loss of biodiversity, and increased 
flooding risks due to unmanaged leaves and vegetation blocking drains. 

Equity considerations were also central to the consultation responses. Older people, 
pensioners, low-income households, rural residents without easy access to recycling 
centres, and those just above benefit thresholds are repeatedly identified as being 
disproportionately affected. While some respondents support charging in principle, many 

argue for a more progressive or differentiated approach, such as means-testing, pensioner 
discounts, lower charges for small gardens or infrequent users, household caps rather than 
per-bin charges, or spreading payments over the year. A smaller minority express support 

for the increase or accept it reluctantly as a revenue-raising measure, often emphasising 
that £60 equates to a relatively low cost per uplift.  
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Reducing Services 
 
Six budget proposals involving reductions in services were presented as part of the 
consultation. Overall, five of the six proposals attracted majority opposition, indicating 
limited public support for proposals that require service reductions. The only proposal to 
secure majority agreement was the reduction of clothing grants (55% agree, 45% disagree), 
although the margin of support was relatively narrow. All other proposals were opposed by 

a clear majority of respondents. The strongest opposition was recorded for a reduction in 
the additional support for learning inclusion team (15% agree, 85% disagree), followed by 
reductions in support for learning assistant time (28% agree, 72% disagree) and the 

educational psychology service (31% agree, 69% disagree), each of which show substantial 
margins of disagreement. Proposals to reduce youth participation services (34% agree, 66% 
disagree) and bus services (36% agree, 64% disagree) also faced significant opposition. In 

addition to indicating whether they agreed or disagreed with each proposal, respondents 
were invited to provide qualitative comments. The following section considers each 
proposal in turn and summarises the feedback received. 
 
 

 
 

 

Clothing grants (Saving of £147,000) 
Reducing clothing grants draws a strongly divided response, with a dominant concern that 
this proposal would land almost entirely on low-income households and therefore raises 
immediate equity concerns. A recurring theme is that the people eligible for clothing grants 
are, by definition, already struggling, so reducing the award risks pushing families into 
further hardship for a relatively modest saving. Several respondents link this directly to 
wider policy goals, particularly child poverty reduction and “cost of the school day”, arguing 
that lowering the grant would undermine efforts to keep children’s participation in school 

life equitable. The language used is often moral as well as practical: the cut is described as 
“immoral,” “unfair,” and as punishing children for circumstances beyond their control. 

Respondents repeatedly highlight shoes as the critical cost pressure, and many note 

that high schools in particular can require more specialised or branded items, including 
blazers, logo jumpers, and branded PE kits. A number of comments emphasise that these 
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items can be expensive, sometimes tied to single suppliers, and that the risk is not only 
financial strain but also social harm: pupils turning up in visibly “different” kit, being singled 

out, or facing bullying, which in turn can affect confidence, attendance, and readiness to 
learn.  

Some respondents believe that the proposal should only proceed if there is a 
simultaneously reduction in the cost burden created by uniform policy. Respondents call for 
explicit guidance to schools to keep uniforms affordable, limit mandatory logos, avoid 
single-supplier arrangements, and allow generic supermarket alternatives. Some propose 
more structural change moving away from strict uniform requirements to a dress code, 
standardising colours across schools to reduce costs, or restricting expensive items such as 
blazers (particularly in primary). In other words, many are not opposed to fiscal restraint per 
se; they are opposed to cost-shifting onto families while leaving high-cost uniform rules 
intact. 

There is also a strong operational thread about how support should be delivered. 
Numerous comments question whether cash payments are the best mechanism, suggesting 
that money may be diverted to other household pressures. Common alternatives include 

vouchers, gift cards, or pre-payment cards restricted to approved retailers or uniform 
suppliers, sometimes paired with stronger school involvement (e.g., verification, one claim 
per child, tighter eligibility checks). 
 

 

Bus services (Saving of £28,000) 
Consultation feedback on the proposed withdrawal of the X10 Sunday and S60 Saturday 
services is overwhelmingly oppositional, with responses consistently framing these routes as 
lifeline connections rather than discretionary transport options. A dominant theme is rural 

isolation: respondents repeatedly state that for rural villages, the affected services 
represent the only or primary public transport link to Stirling, Glasgow, hospitals, 
employment centres, and onward rail connections. Removing a full day of service is widely 
described as effectively “cutting off” communities, leaving non-drivers inlcuding older 
residents, disabled people, young people, and low-income households, confined to their 
villages. Many of the responses emphasised that taxis are prohibitively expensive and that 
alternative bus or rail links either do not exist or require impractical connections, making 
the saving appear disproportionate to the scale of impact it will have on rural communities. 

Feedback was also concerned with the impact it may have on employment, 
education, and economic participation. Numerous respondents explain that weekend 
services are used by NHS staff, care workers, hospitality employees, students and teenagers 
in part-time jobs rely on these bus services. Withdrawal is therefore viewed not simply as an 
inconvenience but as a direct barrier to work, with potential loss of income or employment. 
Others note the importance of weekend mobility for accessing healthcare appointments, 
hospital visiting, shopping, religious services and social activities. In this context, the 
proposal is frequently characterised as short-sighted: while the immediate saving is 
relatively modest, respondents argue that longer-term consequences could include 
increased car dependency, reduced labour market participation, declining town centre 
footfall and wider public health impacts linked to loneliness and reduced independence. 

Environmental and policy consistency concerns are also repeatedly raised. A large 

proportion of responses highlight an apparent contradiction between reducing supported 
bus services and wider commitments to net zero, sustainable travel, increased parking 
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charges and discouraging private car use. Several contributors argue that if parking costs 
rise while bus options shrink, residents will have little practical alternative to driving. 

Reliability and service quality form another consistent theme. A number of comments 
criticise the current operator, citing cancellations, breakdowns, early departures and ageing 
vehicles as factors discouraging use. In this view, declining passenger numbers are at least 
partly a consequence of poor performance. Some respondents propose seasonal 
timetabling (e.g. retaining summer tourist provision) or reducing frequency rather than 
complete removal. 
A minority of responses supported the proposal on financial sustainability grounds. Some 
respondents argue that services should only be maintained where demand justifies cost, 
that “lowest performing” routes represent reasonable candidates for savings, or that rural 
living entails personal responsibility for transport. Others suggest reviewing concessionary 
travel, reallocating resources from less essential routes.   
 

 

Youth participation (Saving of £80,000 and reduction in staff of 1.5 full 
time equivalent) 
The youth participation saving proposal attracts predominantly negative reactions. Across 
the comments, respondents repeatedly foreground a perceived escalation in youth need 

especially mental health pressures, post-Covid impacts, social media harms, and cost-of-
living stress on families alongside the practical reality that NHS/CAMHS thresholds and 
waiting lists are widely viewed as inaccessible. In that context, cutting a youth participation 
team is characterised as contradictory and self-defeating: the proposal’s own rationale 
(“increased need”) is frequently quoted back as evidence that reducing 1.5 FTE (or any 
capacity) cannot be squared with demand. A substantial cluster of responses focused on 
safeguarding vulnerable young people and maintaining safe, structured spaces. Youth 
services are described as vital for engagement, diversion from anti-social behaviour, and 
community cohesion; several people explicitly argue that “bored kids” create greater 
downstream costs than the saving itself through vandalism, crime, and increased need for 
policing and social work. This is often paired with a rural equity argument: in smaller towns 
and rural areas, there are fewer activities and more transport constraints, so youth 
provision is seen as disproportionately valuable.  

Another strong theme is that youth participation work is relational, and therefore 
especially sensitive to staffing reductions. Contributors, particularly those who identify as 
educators, youth workers, or working within the service, stress that consistent staffing is 
what builds trust with “hard-to-reach” young people and families. They argue that fewer 
staff means poorer continuity, thinner outreach, higher workload for remaining staff, and 
heightened risks of sickness, burnout, and turnover, undermining service effectiveness. 
Several frame this as “false economy”: a modest short-term saving that increases costs 

elsewhere, including mental health services, youth justice, education support, and 
community safety. Objections emphasise that investment in youth services yields long-term 
social and economic returns (improved wellbeing, school engagement, employability, 
resilience) and reduces later expenditure. 

Many responses also propose alternative approaches that preserve frontline youth 
support while still seeking efficiencies. Suggestions include: shifting resources away from 
management and into direct delivery; using or commissioning third-sector providers and 
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volunteer-supported models (often framed as cheaper, more flexible, and community-
embedded); redirecting funds into local clubs and trusted community organisations; 

integrating youth work more coherently within wider community learning and development 
structures; and redesigning provision to address rural access. A minority propose moving 
some wellbeing support into schools through staff training, but this is usually contested by 
those who argue schools are already overstretched and that youth work’s voluntary, 
relationship-based model is distinct from formal education settings.  
 
 

Educational psychology service (Saving of £50,000) 
The Educational Psychology proposal attracts extensive, strongly expressed feedback, 
dominated by the view that reducing capacity in this service would be a false economy at 
precisely the point when demand is rising. The prevailing argument is that any short-term 
saving risks storing up greater long-term cost through escalation: more crisis referrals, 
increased pressure on CAMHS and primary care, greater school exclusion and non-
attendance, higher need for specialist placements (including expensive out-of-authority 
provision), and avoidable mental health problems into adolescence and adulthood. This 
“downstream cost” theme is particularly pronounced where respondents connect 
educational psychology input to early intervention, multi-agency working, and preventing 

placement breakdowns.  
A second dominant theme is the relationship between demand trends and service 

capacity. Many respondents describe current access as already severely constrained with 

long waiting times, difficulty securing attendance at appointments, and a sense of a service 
operating at or beyond sustainable caseload levels. In that context, even a reduction of 0.5 
FTE is perceived as disproportionately harmful because the service is already described as 
“on its knees” and underfunded relative to post-Covid mental health needs and rising 

neurodiversity-related demand (diagnosis or assessment for autism/ADHD, as well as wider 
trauma, attachment, bereavement, and behavioural presentations). Several accounts 
describe prolonged waits for assessment or input (often measured in many months or 
years), and argue that further reduction would compound the bottleneck that currently 
delays identification and intervention. 

Equity and vulnerability are repeatedly foregrounded. Respondents emphasise that 
reductions would fall hardest on children with ASN, care-experienced pupils, and those 
living in deprivation; groups framed as less able to secure private alternatives and more 
likely to experience compounding adversity. The language used is frequently moral and 
rights-based: that the council is “targeting children” and “the most vulnerable,” while 

avoiding reductions elsewhere. A recurring frustration is that children’s services are 
repeatedly selected for savings.  
 

Support for learning assistant time (Saving of £63,000 and the loss of 
2.14 full time equivalent jobs) 
The proposal to remove £63,000 of Support for Learning Assistant (SLA) time generates 
overwhelmingly strong opposition, with responses framed around inclusion, equity, 
workforce sustainability, and long-term social cost. The dominant narrative is that additional 
support needs (ASN) have increased significantly in both volume and complexity, 
particularly in mainstream settings, and that current SLA capacity is already insufficient. 
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Many contributors highlighting themselves as teachers, classroom staff, parents, and third-
sector partners, describe schools as operating at or beyond capacity, with rising behavioural 

challenges, developmental delay in post-Covid cohorts, increased diagnoses, and greater 
reliance on mainstream inclusion due to limited specialist provision. Within that context, 
reducing SLA hours is widely characterised as a short-term saving that risks greater 
downstream costs through poorer attainment, attendance issues, increased exclusions, staff 
sickness, specialist placements, and pressure on social work and health services. 

A central theme concerns the distinction between core provision and additionality. 
Numerous respondents explicitly argue that Pupil Equity Funding (PEF) and Strategic Equity 
Funding (SEF) were designed as supplementary resources to address the poverty-related 
attainment gap not as substitutes for core SLA entitlement. The removal of historically 
allocated SLA time on the basis that schools now receive PEF/SEF is repeatedly described as 
“double counting” or as shifting core responsibilities onto temporary or targeted funding 
streams. Concerns are raised about the sustainability and continuity of PEF/SEF, about 
headteachers’ discretion over how those funds are deployed (meaning SLA time may not be 
preserved), and about the risk that schools in deprived areas would effectively be required 

to use “extra” poverty funding merely to stand still. Several responses frame this as contrary 
to national guidance under the Scottish Attainment Challenge and potentially undermining 
the integrity of equity-based funding. 

The equity dimension is particularly pronounced amongst respondents. The affected 
schools are consistently described as serving areas of high deprivation, and many 
respondents argue that removing additional SLA time from these communities entrenches 

rather than narrows inequality. Respondents believe that the proposal risks “punishing the 
poorest,” “stealing from the most vulnerable,” or failing to “get it right for every child.” 
Parents of children with complex needs provide detailed accounts of reliance on 1:1 or 
small-group SLA support for basic functioning (communication, toileting, regulation, safety), 
and stress that reductions would not only harm supported pupils but disrupt whole classes 
as teachers attempt to compensate. Teachers similarly highlight the knock-on effects: 
increased workload, behaviour management pressures, diminished capacity to deliver 
quality instruction to the wider class, and heightened stress and burnout. The recurrent 
argument is that SLA roles are not peripheral but foundational to safe and inclusive 
classrooms. 

There is also an operational and safety dimension. SLAs are described as critical in 
de-escalation, safeguarding, playground supervision, supporting transitions, enabling third-
sector interventions in schools, and allowing teachers to maintain whole-class learning 
when individual pupils require immediate support. Several respondents note that a 15-hour 

weekly reduction equates to multiple school days of adult presence, and that even small 
numerical reductions have disproportionate impact in practice.  
While opposition dominates, a minority support the proposal on grounds of fairness, 

historical entitlement, or equity across schools. These respondents argue that allocations 
based on past models may no longer reflect current need, that deprivation funding through 
PEF/SEF should rationalise historic enhancements, and that resources should be distributed 
more uniformly by school roll rather than postcode. Some contend that affluent-area 
schools also face significant behavioural and ASN challenges and question why specific 
schools should retain additionality. A small number frame support for reduction as 
conditional: acceptable only if PEF/SEF fully and sustainably compensates for the loss, and if 
affected schools confirm that educational outcomes will not deteriorate. However, even 
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among supportive responses, there is often an acknowledgment that overall SLA capacity 
across the authority remains under pressure and that need has increased rather than 

diminished. 
 
 

Reduction in the additional support for learning inclusion team 
(Saving of £141,000 and the loss of 2 full time equivalent jobs) 
Consultation responses on the proposal to reduce the Support for Learning / Learning 
Inclusion (ASN outreach) team are overwhelmingly negative. The dominant view is that this 
is a frontline, statutory-relevant service that is already overstretched, and that any 
reduction would undermine inclusion, worsen pupil outcomes, and generate higher costs 
elsewhere. A central theme is that demand for additional support is rising sharply, not 
falling. Respondents repeatedly cite growing numbers of pupils with ASN, neurodivergence, 

behavioural needs, and post-pandemic mental health pressures, alongside declining 
attendance and increasing classroom complexity. Many argue that cutting specialist 
outreach capacity at this point is counterintuitive: schools and nurseries are described as 

“on their knees” with current demand, so reducing specialist expertise would intensify 
existing pressures on class teachers, SLAs, and senior leadership teams. 

Respondents anticipate that reducing specialist support will lead to more 
exclusionary outcomes (placement breakdowns, increased non-attendance, heightened 

distress and dysregulation), greater staff sickness and burnout, and increased reliance on 
expensive mitigations such as supply cover, escalation to specialist provision/out-of-
authority placements, social work involvement, and longer-term adult support needs. The 
recurring argument is that early, specialist intervention is cost-effective; removing capacity 
simply displaces costs to other budgets and future years. Many responses also frame the 
proposal as inequitable and potentially non-compliant with statutory duties.  

Alongside this, respondents emphasise wider impacts beyond the direct service 
users. A frequent point is that insufficient ASN support affects the whole class: when needs 
are unmet, teachers’ time is diverted from teaching, lessons are disrupted, and attainment 
suffers for pupils with and without additional needs. In this sense, dissatisfaction with 

current arrangements is commonly used as an argument for reform and investment (e.g., 
more specialist units, improved thresholds and triage, clearer models of support), rather 
than for reducing staffing. 
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Changing the way we do things 
 
Five budget proposals relating to changes in service delivery were presented as part of the 
consultation. Overall, four of the five proposals attracted majority support, suggesting a 
general openness among respondents to alternative ways of delivering services where these 
are framed as efficiency measures rather than direct service reductions. The strongest 
support was recorded for a review of further smaller schools and shared headships across 

small schools and nurseries (70% agree, 30% disagree), closely followed by changes to 
school transport (69% agree, 31% disagree) and the dimming street lights pilot (67% agree, 
33% disagree), each of which demonstrates substantial margins of approval. A reduction in 

transport, overtime and venue-related costs within the music tuition service also secured 
majority backing (60% agree, 40% disagree), although with a narrower margin. The only 
proposal to face majority opposition was changes to primary and nursery school meals (34% 

agree, 66% disagree), indicating more limited public acceptance in this area. As with other 
sections of the consultation, respondents were also invited to provide qualitative 
comments. The following section summarises the feedback for each proposal in turn. 
 

 
 
 

Review of further smaller schools and shared headships across small 
schools and nurseries (Saving of £78,000) 
Consultation feedback on reviewing further small schools and expanding shared headships 
across schools and nurseries is mixed, but leans strongly toward concern about feasibility, 
leadership capacity, and unintended impacts on staff and pupils, particularly in rural 
settings. A dominant theme is scepticism that shared headships “work well” in practice. 

Several respondents cite local experience arguing that splitting a headteacher across 
multiple sites reduces leadership presence, slows decision-making, and creates a perceived 
“leadership vacuum” on days when the head is not in the building. Some point to adverse 
consequences such as increased pressure on principal teachers and other middle leaders, 
reduced consistency in behaviour management, weaker relationships with pupils and 
families, and a decline in continuity when recruitment and retention become harder. A 
number of comments warn that headteacher workload is already high and that extending 
remits would likely increase stress, sickness absence, burnout, and turnover—undermining 
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any intended efficiency. Many respondents emphasise that education is relationship-based 
and dependent on visible, consistent leadership. They argue that children benefit from 

knowing their headteacher as a stable daily presence and that staff require accessible senior 
leadership to manage safeguarding, ASN complexity, and behaviour pressures. A second 
prominent strand concerns nurseries. Respondents working in early learning and childcare 
describe dissatisfaction with the current governance model in which headteachers oversee 
nurseries, arguing that it can lead to limited on-site support, poor visibility, and weak 
professional development pathways for ELC staff. Some attribute staff departures to lack of 
support and career progression, suggesting that expanding shared leadership further could 
exacerbate recruitment and retention problems in the sector. 

Alongside these concerns, there is a minority view that shared headships can be 
appropriate in specific circumstances typically where schools are very small, geographically 
close, within the same learning community, and where the headteacher is experienced and 
supported by a robust on-site team. Supporters suggest potential benefits such as sharing 
best practice, strengthening collaboration, and creating development opportunities through 
enhanced middle-leadership roles. Several conditional supporters emphasise that this 

should not be a blanket policy and propose safeguards such as piloting, scheduled reviews 
at 6 and 12 months, and the ability to reverse changes where negative impacts emerge.  
A third recurring issue is whether the more fundamental question is not shared headship 

but the viability of very small schools. Some respondents argue that certain schools with 
very low rolls should be merged with nearby schools, citing cost per pupil, limited peer 
interaction, and building upkeep. Others strongly oppose this direction, stressing that small 

rural schools are central to community life, help sustain rural populations, and that closure 
would shift costs into transport while weakening local services.  
 
 

School transport (Saving of £58,000) 
Consultation feedback on the proposed changes to school transport shows a clear division 
between support for operational efficiencies and strong opposition to increasing the 
statutory walking distance from two to three miles for children over eight. The most 
consistent area of agreement relates to reducing reliance on private taxi contracts. Many 
respondents describe the current use of taxis sometimes for single pupils or short journeys 
as inefficient and costly, and broadly support moving toward in-house provision using 
council vehicles or minibuses where this can demonstrably reduce expenditure. Suggestions 
include better contract management, shared transport rather than individual taxis, use of 
existing public bus services through Young Scot free travel, and clearer eligibility criteria to 
prevent perceived misuse. 

However, there is substantial concern about the proposal to increase the qualifying 
distance from two to three miles. A dominant theme is safety, particularly in rural parts of 
the authority where roads are unlit, lack pavements, and carry fast-moving traffic. Many 
respondents argue that expecting an eight or nine-year-old to walk up to six miles per day 
potentially in darkness, adverse weather, or on 60mph roads is unrealistic and hazardous. 
Rural inequality is repeatedly emphasised, with contributors warning that a uniform mileage 
change would disproportionately affect dispersed communities with limited public transport 
alternatives. There are also concerns about winter conditions, road maintenance, potholes, 

and the absence of safe cycling infrastructure. Equity and attendance considerations feature 
prominently. Respondents note that low-income families, single-parent households, and 
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those without access to a car may be disproportionately affected, potentially leading to 
reduced attendance, lateness, or increased financial strain. Several argue that the relatively 

modest projected saving does not justify the potential social cost. There is also concern that 
withdrawing transport would increase car use around schools, worsening congestion, air 
quality, and road safety at peak times. 
 
 

Dimming streetlights pilot (Saving of £45,000) 
Consultation feedback on the proposal to dim street lighting was highly polarised with both 
strong support and opposition. The dominant concern for respondents’ centres on personal 

safety, particularly for women and girls, older people, disabled residents, and those working 
unsociable hours. Many respondents explicitly link lighting levels to fear of crime as well as 
actual risk, arguing that darker streets would increase vulnerability to assault, antisocial 

behaviour and opportunistic crime. References to violence against women and girls 
strategies are common, with contributors questioning how reduced lighting aligns with 
wider safety commitments. A related concern is road safety: drivers describe difficulty 

already seeing pedestrians and cyclists under current LED lighting, particularly in poor 
weather, while pedestrians raise fears about uneven pavements, potholes and trip hazards 
becoming harder to detect. For visually impaired residents and those with night blindness, 
reduced illumination is framed not as an inconvenience but as a potential barrier to mobility 
and independence. A second cluster of objections relates to proportionality and risk. Many 
respondents question whether an estimated saving of around £45,000 justifies what they 
perceive as potentially severe consequences, including accidents, increased insurance 
claims, or even serious incidents.  

However, there is a substantial minority who support dimming in principle, primarily 
on environmental and efficiency grounds. Supporters frequently cite light pollution, 
biodiversity, dark-sky principles, carbon reduction and energy savings. Rural residents in 

particular note excessive brightness in some villages and housing estates, arguing that 
modern LED fittings can be overly harsh and intrusive. Some advocate going further turning 
lights off entirely during the early hours in low-footfall residential areas or introducing 

adaptive solutions such as motion sensors, pedestrian-activated systems, or zoned dimming 
schedules (e.g. lower levels between midnight and 5am). Others suggest that lighting 
intensity should vary seasonally or geographically, with main routes, underpasses, crossings 

and routes to transport hubs remaining fully lit while quieter cul-de-sacs or industrial areas 
are reduced overnight. 

Respondents frequently propose pilots with transparent monitoring of crime and 
accident statistics, formal consultation with Police Scotland and emergency services, and the 
ability to restore full lighting if negative impacts emerge. There are repeated calls to exclude 
high-risk areas such as main walking routes to the university, underpasses, accident 
blackspots, rural roads without pavements, pedestrian crossings and areas with high 
evening footfall. Some emphasise the importance of pavement maintenance and reflective 
road features if lighting levels are reduced. Many respondents point to Christmas lights 
remaining illuminated well into January, streetlights operating during daylight hours, and 
council buildings lit overnight as examples of inefficiency that should be addressed before 
reducing public lighting.  
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Reduction in transport, overtime and venue related costs in the music 
tuition service (Saving of £45,000) 
Consultation responses to the proposed £45,000 saving within the music tuition service are 
predominantly opposed, though there is qualified support for efficiency measures where 

these do not reduce provision or undermine staff conditions. The most consistent theme is 
the perceived educational and developmental value of music. Respondents frequently 
describe music as fundamental to confidence, discipline, teamwork, wellbeing and social 

inclusion, particularly for pupils who may not thrive in more traditional academic subjects. 
Many highlight the role of ensembles, orchestras and showcase events in building aspiration 
and community cohesion, with particular emphasis on the positive mental health impact 

and the importance of accessible creative opportunities in rural areas. A recurring concern is 
equity: respondents argue that reducing equipment budgets, transport, or staff 
compensation risks creating a two-tier system in which only families able to afford private 
tuition can sustain participation. 

There is strong resistance to elements perceived as eroding staff remuneration. The 
proposal to replace overtime payments with time off in lieu (TOIL) is widely criticised on 
practical and fairness grounds. Many respondents argue that tutors already operate at full  
capacity and that TOIL would either reduce lesson time or be difficult to take in practice, 
effectively resulting in unpaid labour. Concerns are raised that this could discourage 
participation in concerts and extracurricular events, diminish morale, and ultimately weaken 
the quality of provision. Several contributors question whether other council staff are 

subject to similar arrangements, suggesting inconsistency in workforce treatment. There is 
also apprehension that reducing the budget for instrument repair and replacement would 
gradually diminish the service’s viability, particularly where pupils rely on loan instruments 

to participate. 
At the same time, a substantial minority support aspects of the proposal framed as 

operational efficiencies. Maximising tutor timetabling to reduce mileage is generally viewed 

as sensible, with some respondents expressing surprise that such measures are not already 
standard practice. Redesigning showcase events to seek external funding or sponsorship 
receives conditional backing, provided this does not reduce the frequency, accessibility or 
quality of events. A number of responses suggest exploring fundraising models, parent 
contributions on a voluntary or means-tested basis, or alignment with community trusts. A 
further strand of feedback relates to governance and trust. Several respondents reference 
previous commitments by elected members to protect the music service, viewing the 
current proposal as inconsistent with those assurances.  
 
 

Primary and nursery school meals (Saving of £500,000 and the loss of 
43 jobs) 
Consultation feedback on the proposal to outsource primary and nursery school meals is 
overwhelmingly sceptical, with strong concerns about food quality, long-term cost 

implications, and the impact on local employment. The most frequently cited concern 
relates to nutritional standards and meal quality. Many respondents argue that private 
contractors, operating on a profit model, would be incentivised to reduce ingredient quality, 
portion sizes, and menu variety in order to meet cost targets. A strong theme is that school 
meals are not simply a transactional service but a public health intervention. Respondents 
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emphasise that for some children, particularly those experiencing food insecurity, this may 
be the only substantial hot meal of the day.  

Respondents also questioned the credibility of the projected saving. Many 
respondents question how a private company, required to generate profit, could deliver the 
same service at a lower cost without compromising quality. Responses referenced 
outsourcing in other public services where initial savings were later offset by contract 
renegotiations, reduced flexibility, or the need to bring services back in-house at additional 
cost. The repeated emphasis on the proposal “could” save £500,000 is viewed by many as 
insufficiently robust for a service affecting all primary and nursery children. Employment 
impact is also a significant concern. The potential loss of 43 posts many described as lower-
paid, part-time roles often held by local residents is viewed as socially and economically 
damaging. Respondents highlight the role of catering staff as part of the wider school 
community, noting their pastoral contribution, familiarity with pupils, and integration into 
daily school life. Some point out that redundancy-related costs and subsequent welfare 
claims could partially offset any projected savings, while others stress the broader economic 
effect of removing local wages from communities.  

A number propose means-testing free meal provision, charging those who can afford 
to pay, or developing income-generating opportunities using existing kitchen infrastructure. 
These responses reflect a view that cost pressures should prompt service redesign rather 

than divestment. A smaller but notable minority support outsourcing conditionally, arguing 
that if equivalent or improved nutritional standards can be contractually guaranteed and 
rigorously monitored, the saving may be justified given wider budget pressures. However, 

even among this group, support is typically contingent on strict safeguards around food 
standards, local sourcing, employment protections, and price stability over time. 
 
 

  



25 
 

Stirling Council Staff Responses 
 

In total 546 Stirling Council staff responded to the survey, which is 20.3% of the total 
response rate for the consultation. The largest share of the responses was from employees 
who live outside the Stirling Council area (18%). Within Stirling, Ward 4 (Stirling North) 
accounts for the highest proportion of respondents at 16%. Several wards contribute similar 
mid-range response levels: Wards 1 (Trossachs and Teith) and 7 (Bannockburn) each 
represent 12% of responses, while Wards 5 (Stirling West) and 2 (Forth and Endrick) follow 
closely at 11% each. The lowest levels of participation come from Wards 6 (Stirling East) and 
3 (Dunblane and Bridge of Allan), each contributing 10%. Overall, the data suggests a fairly 
even distribution across most Stirling wards, with only modest variation between them, 
while respondents from outside the council area form the single largest group. 
 

 
 

Staff responses to raising more income 
Five budget proposals aimed at generating additional income were presented as part of the 
consultation. Amongst staff responses, all five of the proposals attract majority support. The 
strongest backing is observed for housing licensing (88% agree, 12% disagree) and parking 
charges (74% agree, 26% disagree), both of which command clear margins of support 
exceeding 50 percentage points. Increasing nursery fees for non-statutory childcare also 
secures strong majority approval (67% agree, 33% disagree). For the proposal related to 
burial charges and fees for lairs (55% agree, 45% disagree) and the garden waste permit 
(53% agree, 47% disagree), opinion is more evenly divided. 
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Staff responses to reducing services 
Six budget proposals involving reductions in services were presented as part of the 
consultation. Overall, five of the six proposals attracted majority opposition, indicating 
limited staff support for proposals that require service reductions. The only proposal to 
secure majority agreement was the reduction of clothing grants (56% agree, 44% disagree), 
although the margin of support was relatively narrow. All other proposals were opposed by 
a clear majority of respondents. The strongest opposition was recorded for a reduction in 
the additional support for learning inclusion team (13% agree, 87% disagree), followed by 
reductions in support for learning assistant time (22% agree, 78% disagree) and the 
educational psychology service (29% agree, 71% disagree), each of which show substantial 
margins of disagreement. Proposals to reduce youth participation services (31% agree, 69% 
disagree) and bus services (40% agree, 60% disagree) also faced significant opposition.  
 

 
 

Staff responses to changing the way we do things 
Five budget proposals relating to changes in service delivery were presented as part of the 
consultation. Overall, four of the five proposals attracted majority support from staff, 
suggesting a general openness among respondents to alternative ways of delivering services 
where these are framed as efficiency measures rather than direct service reductions. The 
strongest support was recorded for a review of further smaller schools and shared 
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headships across small schools and nurseries (68% agree, 32% disagree), closely followed by 
changes to school transport (68% agree, 32% disagree) and the dimming street lights pilot 

(65% agree, 35% disagree), each of which demonstrates substantial margins of approval. A 
reduction in transport, overtime and venue-related costs within the music tuition service 
also secured majority backing (64% agree, 46% disagree). The only proposal to face majority 
opposition was changes to primary and nursery school meals (32% agree, 68% disagree), 
indicating more limited acceptance amongst staff in this area.  
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