Budget - survey results
Summary
The council sought to actively engage with communities and service users early on in this process, to discuss the extremely challenging financial context, and the difficult decisions the council would face as a result. This was a very important exercise, which has allowed us to gather more information on the potential impacts of cuts, to help inform the council’s decision-making.  
Engagement on the council’s 2024-25 budget saving proposals began in late August 2023, and concluded in December. In the first phase of engagement, 237 people attended 16 public sessions. In the second phase of engagement, 451 attended eight, larger ‘market-place’ events, where members of the public could talk to council services directly, about the initial saving proposals. We have also received a lot of correspondence, and seen community action through the petition process, which has demonstrated how valued Stirling’s public services are, and highlighted significant concern for local government funding.
The online survey was also a key part of the council’s budget engagement. It was published on the council’s engage platform between and 9 and 30 November 2023.  Paper copies of the survey were also made available to download, in council libraries and at budget drop-in engagement events.
The survey received a total of 3,401 responses. Residents were asked about 43 savings proposals.
The use of council flats for homeless accommodation (88.3%) was the highest rated positive response and reducing primary five swimming (74.2%) is the least popular.
Residents were asked to highlight their view of how each proposal would affect them if it was taken. This budget outcome report summarises the responses to each budget saving individually. 
Residents were also asked about Council Tax with the majority considering no increase (35%) and 5% increase (32.9%) to be the level they would consider acceptable.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes or an option above 50%
The savings proposals listed below all received a positive response to an option or ‘yes’ above 50%.  The highest was for the use of council flats for temporary homeless accommodation (88.3%) down to events saving proposal with 50%.

‘No’ above 50%
The savings proposals listed below all received a ‘no’ response above 50%.  The highest was for the primary five swimming with 74.2% of respondents saying no and the lowest was review of support in children and families services (51.5%).


Don’t know/no opinion above 50%
Two savings proposals had the ‘don’t know/no opinion’ choice about 50%. They were bus services (55.3%) and devolved school management (54.4%).

Bus services
Option A - 18.2% (567 choices)
Remove specific supported bus routes: - S60 (Tyndrum - Stirling every 1st and 3rd Saturday of the month) from April 2024 - X10 Sunday service between Stirling and Balfron from April 2024 - specific journeys on the X10 (Balfron to Stirling) from August 2024 - evening journeys on the X10 (Stirling to Glasgow) and C11 (Cambusbarron) from August 2024 - Remove C30 Stirling to Causewayhead/Riverside. The Riverside section would be covered by another route.
Option B - 6.5% (201 choices)
Remove specific supported bus routes: - S60 (Tyndrum - Stirling every 1st and 3rd Saturday of the month) from April 2024 - X10 Sunday service between Stirling and Balfron from April 2024 - specific journeys on the X10 (Balfron to Stirling) from August 2024 - evening journeys on the X10 (Stirling to Glasgow) and C11 (Cambusbarron) from August 2024.
OPTION C – 20% (623 choices)
Remove specific supported bus routes: - S60 (Tyndrum - Stirling every 1st and 3rd Saturday of the month) from April 2024 - X10 Sunday service between Stirling and Balfron from April 2024 - specific journeys on the X10 (Balfron to Stirling) from August 2024.
Don’t know/no opinion - 55.3% (1,720 choices)

Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents to the survey have expressed strong concerns regarding the proposed cuts to various bus services in the area. 
The most frequently mentioned routes are the X10, which connects villages like Balfron and Killearn to Stirling and Glasgow, and the C30, which serves the Causewayhead and Riverside areas. Many responses highlight the importance of these services for the elderly, the youth, and those without personal transportation, emphasising the buses as a lifeline for accessing work, education, healthcare, and social activities.
The removal or reduction of evening and Sunday services is a particular point of contention, as it would significantly impact the ability of residents to travel for work and leisure, potentially leading to job losses and increased social isolation. 
The lack of alternative public transport options in these rural areas means that any reduction in service would force residents to rely more heavily on cars, contradicting efforts to reduce carbon emissions and move towards more sustainable modes of transport.
Several respondents suggest that instead of cutting services, the council should look into improving and increasing bus services to encourage usage and support the community's needs. There is also a sentiment that the consultation process is flawed, with no option to oppose the cuts outright and a lack of detailed information on the usage and impact of the services in question.
Overall, the feedback indicates a strong opposition to any reduction in bus services, with a call for the council to consider the broader implications of such cuts on the community's well-being and the environment.



Parking
Option A - 39.8% (1,497 choices)
Increase of £1 for all on-street parking only. This would increase the cost of a four hour stay to £4 and could generate additional income of up to £100,000 each year.
Option B - 19.7% (739 choices)
Increase of £2 for all on-street parking and car parks. This would increase the cost of a four hour stay to £5 and could initially generate additional income of up to £150,000 each year.
Option C - 17% (637 choices)
Increase of £3 for all on-street parking and car parks. This would increase the cost of a four hour stay to £6 and could generate additional income of up to £200,000 each year.
Option D - 16.5% (621 choices)
This proposal is to introduce a new ‘departure charge’ of £1 for any non-council contracted service to use the park and ride site. If it was introduced this charge would contribute to the ongoing maintenance and management of the site and bring income of up to £7,500 each year.
Don’t know/no opinion - 7% (263 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents have expressed a wide range of opinions regarding the proposed changes to parking fees. A common theme among many responses is the concern that increased parking fees could negatively impact local businesses and the vitality of town centres.  There is a fear that higher charges may deter shoppers and visitors, leading to a decrease in footfall and potentially causing more shops to close.
Some respondents are open to paying slightly more for parking if it helps offset cuts to other services while others suggest that parking should be free for the first couple of hours to encourage city centre shopping. 
There is also a sentiment that the parking charges are already high enough and that further increases would only exacerbate the financial strain on individuals, especially in light of the cost of living crisis.
A few responses indicate that residents would be willing to pay more for parking if it meant better services elsewhere or if it contributed to environmental goals by discouraging private car use and promoting public transport.
There is also concern that increased parking fees combined with reduced bus services could lead to more cars on the road, which would be counterproductive to environmental efforts.
Overall, while there is some acceptance of modest increases in parking fees, there is a strong undercurrent of concern about the potential negative impacts on local commerce and the accessibility of town/city centres. The responses suggest that any changes to parking fees should be carefully considered in the context of their broader impact on the community and local economy.


Garden waste collection charge increase
Option A – 39.4% (1,387 choices)
£5 increase in garden waste charge to £40
Option B – 13.8% (485 choices)
£10 increase in garden waste charge to £45
Option C – 19.3% (680 choices)
£15 increase in garden waste charge to £50
Option D – 19.9% (699 choices)
Removal of the garden waste concession
Don’t know/no opinion - 7.6% (267 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A common sentiment among respondents is the opposition to any significant increase in the garden waste charge with many suggesting that a small increase of £5 would be more manageable.
There is concern that higher charges could lead to more fly-tipping or residents disposing of garden waste in their grey bins, which would be counterproductive to recycling efforts and environmental goals.
Several respondents are unhappy with the idea of paying for garden waste removal at all, arguing that it should be included in the council tax.  Others are willing to pay more if it means avoiding cuts to essential services like education and libraries.
The removal of the garden waste concession is a point of contention, with many advocating for its retention to support low-income households, the elderly, and disabled individuals.
There is also a suggestion that the council should consider other revenue-generating measures or cost-saving strategies, such as promoting home composting or providing community compost bins. Some respondents feel that the current service is already inefficient and unreliable and that any increase in charges should come with an improvement in service quality.
Overall, while there is some willingness to accept a modest increase in garden waste charges, there is a strong desire to maintain affordable and efficient waste removal services, and to ensure that any changes do not disproportionately impact vulnerable populations or lead to negative environmental consequences.



Remove free special uplift concession for over 60s
Option A - 35.7% (1,112 choices)
Remove the free concession for over 60s - £29,000 saving
Option B - 48% (1,493 choices)
50% concession (£24.40 uplift charge) for over 60s - £14,500 saving
Don’t know/no opinion - 16.3% (507 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A significant number of respondents are against the removal of free special uplifts for over 60s, citing concerns about the impact on the elderly and those on fixed incomes. Many suggest that the savings achieved by charging for this service would not justify the potential increase in fly-tipping and the subsequent cleanup costs.
Some respondents propose that the service could be means-tested, or that the age for eligibility could be raised to better align with pension age or those over 70. Others suggest that while they are over 60 and eligible for the concession, they would be willing to pay for the service if needed.
There is also a sentiment that the concession should remain in place for those who are most in need, such as individuals without access to transportation or those who are physically unable to handle large items. Some respondents feel that many over 60s are still working and can afford to pay for the service, and therefore the concession is not necessary for all. Overall, the trend is towards preserving the concession for those who truly need it, while potentially adjusting the criteria to ensure that the service is provided to the most vulnerable or financially challenged individuals. There is also a concern about the environmental impact and the potential for increased fly-tipping if the concession is removed.


Stop grass or verge cutting
Option A - 21.5% (915 choices)
This option would stop verge cutting on rural roads. Any issues affecting visibility and junctions would continue to be cut for road safety reasons twice each season. If the saving was taken verges would only be cut on an instruction by a roads inspector and that would most likely be once every three to five years. If taken, this would save £7,000 each year.
Option B - 40.3% (1,714 choices)
This option would reduce grass cutting from 14 to 10 cuts in general amenity grass in open spaces or parks. This option would be to decrease the target number of grasscuts to approximately one cut every three weeks instead of every two weeks. Grass cuttings would not be collected. Cemeteries and sports pitches would remain at 14 cuts. Cost savings are estimated at £14,000.
Option C - 33.6% (1,431 choices)
Planting flower displays isn’t a statutory service. Stopping this service could save up to £15,000 in buying plants and it could free up staff time to support grass cutting, weed control and housing requisitions.
Don’t know/no opinion - 4.6% (194 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A significant number of responses indicate a strong opposition to reducing these services, with many citing concerns about the impact on tourism, local pride, and the overall appearance of the area.  The aesthetic appeal of flower displays and well-maintained green spaces is seen as vital for attracting visitors and maintaining a pleasant environment for residents.
Safety concerns are also a recurring theme, particularly regarding the cutting of rural road verges. 
Many respondents fear that reduced cutting could lead to increased road accidents due to poor visibility at junctions. There is a call for maintaining safety while potentially allowing for increased biodiversity by reducing the frequency of cuts in less critical areas.
Environmental considerations are mentioned, with some citizens supporting the idea of reduced grass cutting to promote biodiversity and create pollinator-friendly spaces. However, there is also concern about the potential for increased tick populations in overgrown grassy areas, which could pose health risks.
The financial savings from these proposals are often viewed as minimal compared to the perceived loss of service quality. Some responses suggest alternative solutions, such as the use of perennial plants, community involvement in planting and maintenance, or the adoption of flower beds by local groups.
Overall, while there is some support for measures that could enhance biodiversity, the dominant sentiment is a desire to maintain or even improve current levels of service to ensure safety, support tourism, and foster community pride. The idea of community groups taking over some responsibilities is also floated, indicating a willingness to explore collaborative approaches to maintaining public spaces.




Redesign the stray dog service
Option A - 19.3% (620 choices)
Close Bandeath stray dog shelter and use local private sector providers for the care of stray dogs up to seven days moving to local charity or trust for rehoming after day seven.
Option B - 10.4% (334 choices)
Close Bandeath stray dog shelter and transfer the current service to an external organisation to deliver the council’s statutory obligations.
Option C - 40.3% (1,292 choices)
Reduce the level of service to basic welfare and use a third sector organisation such as a national charity to take ownership of the dogs after seven days for a fee.
Don’t know/no opinion - 30% (961 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
There is significant concern that closing Bandeath or outsourcing its services to private or third-sector organisations would not only fail to save money but could also lead to increased costs and a decrease in service quality. 
Many fear that such changes could result in more stray dogs on the streets, potentially leading to public safety issues and increased pressure on already overburdened charities.
Several respondents suggest that the council should explore alternative funding options, such as dog licensing fees or fundraising initiatives to support the shelter's operations. There is also a call for more detailed financial information to better understand the cost implications of each proposed option.
Overall, the sentiment is clear: the community values Bandeath Stray Dog Shelter and wants to see it continue to operate at its current capacity with a focus on the welfare of the animals and the provision of a necessary service to the local area. 
The idea of privatising the service or reducing its scope is met with disapproval and there is a strong desire for more transparency regarding the financial aspects of the proposals.


Libraries
Option A – 56.2% (1,326 choices)
Close up to half of the public libraries If chosen this option could save almost £400,000 in operating costs each year. Some communities, if their library closed, could receive mobile library visits instead. Other areas may have to travel to their nearest library.
Option B – 22% (519 choices)
Close 16 public libraries This option would see all public libraries closed except the central library in the City of Stirling with services replaced by mobile libraries across the council area. This could save up to £1.3m.
Don’t know/no opinion - 21.8% (514 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment of respondents affected by this proposal is that libraries are essential community resources that provide much more than just book lending services. They are seen as vital for promoting literacy, providing access to computers and the internet and serving as warm, safe and welcoming spaces for social interaction particularly for young families, the elderly, and those who are isolated or vulnerable.
Many responses highlight the importance of libraries in supporting education for children and adults with frequent mentions of the role libraries play in hosting events like Bookbug sessions, book clubs, and various community groups. 
The idea of replacing physical libraries with a mobile service is widely rejected, as it is believed that mobile libraries cannot replicate the sense of community or the range of services provided by a permanent library.
The potential impact on literacy rates and the educational development of children is a major concern with many respondents noting that libraries are often the first experience of education and literature for young children. 
The closure of libraries is seen as a step backward in efforts to close the attainment gap and promote lifelong learning.
Several responses suggest that instead of closing libraries the council should look for ways to increase their use and explore alternative revenue-generating activities within library spaces. There is also a call for more creative solutions, such as integrating libraries with other community services or utilising volunteer support to keep them running.
The idea of closing libraries is described as "devastating," "disastrous," and "unacceptable" by many respondents with a strong emphasis on the negative impact such closures would have on community well-being and social cohesion. 
The sentiment is that libraries should be preserved at all costs with some suggesting that higher council taxes or other budget cuts should be considered instead.
Responses indicate a deep appreciation for libraries as indispensable community assets and there is a strong consensus that they should not be closed or reduced in service. The residents affected by the proposal values libraries for their educational, social, and cultural contributions and sees them as a fundamental right rather than a dispensable luxury.



Reduce economic development service
Yes - 33.7% (1,098 choices)
No - 46.1% (1,503 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 20.3% (661 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents are concerned about the potential negative impact on the ability to attract and support local businesses which they believe is crucial for the economic health and growth of the Stirling area.  Many feel that the proposed savings are not substantial enough to justify the potential harm to the local economy and the community's well-being.
Several respondents have pointed out that the city and town centres are already struggling with many vacant units and reducing support for local businesses could exacerbate this issue. There is a sentiment that the council should be doing more, not less, to encourage new businesses and investment in Stirling. Some suggest that the council should focus on creating a unique shopping environment and improving the city/town centres to make it more attractive to visitors and investors.
There are also comments questioning the effectiveness of the current economic development service, with some individuals stating that they have not seen the benefits or that the service is duplicating efforts of other organisations like Scottish Enterprise. 
A few respondents suggest that the council should look at other ways to fund this service such as increasing council tax charges, especially for higher tax bands, to avoid disproportionately affecting women, children and the disadvantaged.
Overall, the trend across the responses is a call for more information on the return on investment for the economic development service and a desire for the council to consider the long-term implications of such a reduction. There is a clear call for strategic thinking that prioritises economic growth and support for local businesses as a way to ensure a prosperous future for Stirling.



Website changes
Option A – 22.1% (1,480 choices)
Increase the number of web forms for customers
Option B - 18.1% (1,214 choices)
Website advertising
Option C – 20.2% (1,352 choices)
Bring external websites in-house
Option D – 30.8% (2,069 choices)
Review redundant infrastructure
Don’t know/no opinion - 8.9% (594 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Citizens have provided a wide range of feedback with many expressing concerns and suggestions regarding the council's proposal to review its digital infrastructure and online presence. The most common themes across the responses include:
Efficiency and Cost Savings: Many respondents support the idea of the council reviewing redundant infrastructure and bringing external websites in-house to save costs.  They believe that such measures are common sense and should be part of regular operational improvements. However, some are sceptical about the actual savings that can be achieved and caution against potential overspending on IT projects.
Accessibility and Inclusivity: There is a significant concern about the reliance on web forms and digital services, as not all citizens are comfortable or able to use these due to age, disability, or lack of access to technology. Respondents stress the importance of maintaining alternative methods of communication, such as phone lines or in-person services, especially if libraries are closed.
Website Advertising: Opinions are mixed on the proposal to introduce advertising on the council's website. Some see it as a potential revenue source that could be beneficial if managed correctly while others strongly oppose it due to concerns about commercial influence, the appropriateness of content and the potential for it to make the website less user-friendly.
Quality of Current Digital Services: Many citizens express dissatisfaction with the current state of the council's digital services, describing the website as difficult to navigate and not user-friendly. They call for an overhaul of the website to improve its functionality and the quality of information provided.
Concerns Over Implementation: Some respondents are wary of the costs and complexities involved in implementing these changes, particularly in terms of IT security and the potential need for additional staffing and training.
Overall, while there is a general agreement that the council should pursue efficiencies and cost savings, there is also a strong desire for these changes to be implemented thoughtfully, ensuring accessibility for all citizens and avoiding potential pitfalls such as inappropriate advertising or increased reliance on digital services to the exclusion of those who cannot access them.



Remove ‘taxicard’ subsidy
Yes - 17.7% (577 choices)
No - 71.9% (2,349 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 10.4% (339 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The service is seen as a lifeline that enables service users to participate in community life, access employment and attend medical appointments. The proposed saving of £5,000 per year is viewed as insignificant when compared to the potential negative impact on the service users' independence and quality of life.
Many responses highlight that the removal of this service could lead to increased isolation and mental health issues for disabled individuals, potentially resulting in higher costs for other public services in the long term. There is a general consensus that the council should protect the most vulnerable members of society and that targeting them for such a small saving is unjustifiable and possibly discriminatory.
Some respondents suggest that the service could be means-tested or that the number of journeys could be reduced to make savings, but the overwhelming majority believe that the service should not be cut at all. There is also a sentiment that the council should explore alternative funding options or partnerships to maintain the service without impacting the budget.
Overall, the community strongly feels that the taxi card service for people with disabilities is essential and should be preserved, even if it means increasing council tax or finding savings elsewhere. The proposal is seen as a reflection of the council's values, and many are appalled that it is even being considered.
Reduce ‘dial-a-journey' funding
Yes - 28.4% (921 choices)
No - 59% (1,915 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 12.7% (411 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many responses highlight the importance of this service in maintaining independence, reducing social isolation and ensuring access to healthcare and other essential services. There is a clear trend of opposition to any proposals that would negatively impact the most vulnerable members of the community, with many respondents calling such proposals "shameful" and "inhumane." The sentiment is that these services are not just conveniences but lifelines that enable users to live fuller, more connected lives.
Several responses suggest that instead of cutting these services, the council should explore alternative funding sources or means-testing to ensure that those who truly need the service can continue to access it. There is also a suggestion that the council should look at reducing costs in other areas, such as management salaries, rather than targeting services for the disabled.
Some respondents are confused about the specifics of the proposals, noting that the questions lack clarity on what the actual reductions would entail and how much users would be affected. Overall, the consensus is that services for individuals with disabilities should be protected and that the council should find other ways to address budgetary constraints without compromising the well-being of its most vulnerable residents.
Events
Yes - 50% (1,632 choices)
No - 41.8% (1,364 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 8.2% (267 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A significant number of responses indicate a preference for maintaining funding for events that are seen as beneficial to the community and local economy, such as the Stirling Science Festival and Christmas light switch-on events. Many respondents believe that these events are important for community spirit, education and attracting tourists, which in turn supports local businesses.
On the other hand, there are also voices that suggest these events are non-essential luxuries that the council can no longer afford in the face of financial constraints. 
Some suggest that private sector sponsorship or community fundraising could replace council funding for these events. There is also a sentiment that the council should focus on core services and support for vulnerable individuals, rather than on events that are seen as less critical.
There is a clear concern about the impact of reducing or eliminating these events on Stirling's appeal as a tourist destination and the potential loss of economic benefits derived from visitor spending. However, there is also a recognition that in tough economic times, sacrifices may need to be made, and some respondents are willing to forgo events to protect more vital services. Overall, the responses reflect a tension between the desire to maintain a vibrant and attractive city with a rich cultural life and the need to make difficult budgetary decisions that prioritize essential services over community events.

Road-end collection policy
Yes - 50.3% (1,639 choices)
No - 31.9% (1,039 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 17.8% (578 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A significant number of responses indicate that the proposal to potentially withdraw waste collection services from these areas could lead to increased fly-tipping, environmental issues and health hazards. Many respondents are worried about the impact on elderly and disabled residents who may not be able to transport their waste to a main road for collection.
There is a strong sentiment that rural residents, who believe they already receive fewer services for their council tax, should not be further penalised. Some suggest that the council should focus on improving road conditions to prevent damage to waste collection vehicles, rather than withdrawing services. Others propose that residents on unadopted roads could be charged for the collection or be responsible for maintaining their roads to a standard that does not damage council vehicles.
The lack of clarity on what alternative waste collection methods would be provided if the service is withdrawn is a common concern. Residents are asking for more information on how they would be expected to manage their waste and what support would be available for those unable to transport their bins to a collection point.
Overall, there is a strong opposition to the proposal, with many urging the council to find alternative solutions that do not involve cutting essential services to residents living on unadopted roads. The responses reflect a desire for fair treatment and consideration of the unique challenges faced by rural communities in waste management.

Stop greenspace ranger service
Yes - 33.2% (1,090 choices)
No - 55.7% (1,828 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 11% (362 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The majority of responses indicate a clear recognition of the importance of conservation, education, and the maintenance of green spaces for community well-being, public safety, and environmental health.
Many respondents highlighted the role of rangers in engaging with the community, particularly children, to foster a connection with nature and an understanding of environmental issues. 
The educational aspect of the service was frequently mentioned as being vital, especially in the context of the current climate crisis. There is a strong sentiment that the service should not only be maintained but potentially expanded to meet the growing need for environmental stewardship and public education. 
Some respondents suggested that the service could be streamlined or that volunteers could assist in some of the rangers' duties to reduce costs. Others proposed exploring partnerships with third-sector organisations, charities, or adjacent councils to share the responsibilities and financial burden of the service. 
A few responses indicated that they were not aware of the ranger service or its benefits, suggesting a potential need for increased visibility and communication about the service's role and impact.
Overall, the consensus among the responses is that the Greenspace Ranger Service is a valuable asset to the Stirling community, contributing to the preservation of natural habitats, public safety, and the promotion of outdoor activities. The proposed budget cut is viewed by many as a short-sighted decision that could have long-term negative consequences for the environment and the community.



Fee charging for surveying services for non-housing ownership enquiries
Yes - 78% (2,550 choices)
No - 8.7% (283 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 13.4% (438 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The responses indicate a general trend of support for the idea of implementing charges for this service, particularly when it is used for commercial purposes or by individuals who stand to profit from the information. 
Many respondents believe that it is reasonable to expect a fee for such a service, as it is a specialised task that requires expertise and is often charged for by private companies.
Some are concerned about the potential impact on community groups or individuals with limited funds, suggesting that there should be waivers or concessions for charity and community organisations.  Others question the financial benefit of the proposal, considering the amount to be saved is relatively small and may not justify the administrative costs of setting up a payment system.
A few respondents are not fully aware of the service or its implications and feel they do not have enough information to assess the impact of the proposal. There is also a sentiment that the council should focus on larger budgetary issues rather than seeking small savings through such charges.
Overall, while there is a consensus that charging for land and title searches could be a sensible move, there is also a call for clarity on the fee structure and consideration for those who may be adversely affected by such charges. The feedback suggests that the council should ensure the charges are fair, transparent and in line with what is charged by other providers of similar services.



Community centres
Option A - 21% (595 choices)
Close all community centres. This proposal could save up to £130,000.
Option B - 42.1% (1,190 choices)
This option would involve closing Cambuskenneth Community Centre and terminating the existing lease arrangements with Cowane's Trust which was renewed to March 2025. If agreed this would save £9,000.
Don’t know/no opinion - 36.9% (1,043 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that community centres are vital for the well-being of communities, providing essential spaces for social interaction, activities for children and adults, and services that combat loneliness and mental health issues. 
Many responses highlight the importance of these centres for vulnerable groups, including the elderly and young people, and stress that closures would lead to increased antisocial behaviour and isolation, potentially burdening other social services and healthcare.
There is a clear preference for keeping community centres open, with some suggesting that better management and promotion could increase their use and revenue. A few responses indicate that if closures are unavoidable, they should only occur where alternative venues are available and suitable for the activities currently hosted by the centres. 
The idea of transferring management to community groups or trusts is mentioned as a potential way to keep the centres operational, provided that these groups receive adequate support and funding for maintenance.
Specific concerns are raised about the impact on small communities, such as Cambuskenneth, where the local community centre is seen as the only public space and plays a central role in community life. The potential closure of the Cowane Centre is also mentioned, with users emphasising its importance for a range of community-led activities and services.
Overall, the responses reflect a strong desire to maintain and even enhance community services, with many calling for increased investment in these areas rather than cuts. The need for more detailed information and consultation with local communities is also a recurring theme, with many respondents feeling that the options presented do not allow for a nuanced or informed decision.



Empty homes and 2nd homes Council Tax
Yes - 81.4% (2,665 choices)
No - 11.4% (372 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 7.2% (235 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents have expressed strong support for increased taxation on second homes and empty properties, with many suggesting that the additional revenue should be directed towards affordable housing and community services. 
There is a trend in the responses that second homeowners and those with empty properties should contribute more to the community, given the negative impact these homes can have on housing markets and local neighbourhoods.
Several respondents specifically mentioned that second homes and empty properties should be taxed more heavily to discourage their prevalence and to free up homes for local residents or first-time buyers. 
The sentiment is that those who can afford multiple properties can also afford to pay higher taxes, which could then be used to support those in need of housing or to fund public services.
There is also a call for the council to be more efficient in turning around empty council properties to make them available for use, with some criticism directed at the council for not managing their properties effectively.
However, there is also concern about the potential impact on the private rented sector, with some fearing that increased taxes could lead to a reduction in rental accommodation availability or higher rents for tenants. There is a suggestion that any scheme to increase taxes should be carefully considered to avoid unintended consequences for the housing market.
Overall, the responses indicate a strong desire for the council to take action on second homes and empty properties, with a focus on using the additional funds to address housing issues and support community services. There is a sense of social responsibility and a call for fairness in the distribution of tax burdens, particularly towards those who are in a better financial position to contribute more.



Use council flats for temporary homeless accommodation
Yes - 88.3% (2,887 choices)
No - 5.8% (189 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 5.9% (192 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The majority of responses indicate a trend towards supporting the use of council housing for this purpose, as it is seen as a more stable and community-integrated option compared to bed and breakfasts or hotels, which are often more expensive and less suitable for families.
Many respondents are surprised that this approach is not already standard practice, given the apparent availability of council housing and the significant cost savings it could represent. There is a strong sentiment that everyone deserves a home and that the council should make better use of its housing stock. However, there are concerns about the quality and location of the lower demand housing, with some citizens worried that it might not be up to standard or that it could lead to the creation of ghettos or areas with increased antisocial behaviour.
Some responses highlight the need for careful management and support services to ensure that the transition to council housing is successful and that the needs of both the homeless and the existing community are considered. 
There is also a call for transparency and more information about what constitutes lower demand housing and why it is categorised as such.
A few citizens are concerned about the potential impact on those already on the council housing waiting list, fearing that this move could reduce the availability of permanent homes for those in need. Others suggest that the council should focus on building more affordable housing to address the root of the homelessness issue.
Overall, while there is a general agreement on the potential benefits of using council housing for temporary accommodation, there is also a clear demand for more details on the implementation of such a proposal and its broader implications for the community and the council's housing strategy.



Reduce spending on maintenance
Yes - 30.6% (1,001 choices)
No - 62.9% (2,056 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 6.5% (212 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A common sentiment is that this approach is short-sighted and could lead to higher long-term costs due to the potential deterioration of facilities. Many responses highlight the importance of maintaining these spaces not only for safety reasons but also for the well-being and pride of the community.
Several individuals pointed out that the current state of some schools and community buildings is already poor, and further cuts to maintenance budgets would exacerbate the issue. There is a fear that neglecting maintenance could lead to buildings becoming unsafe or unusable, which would then require more significant and costly interventions.
The idea of reducing maintenance to save money is widely criticised as a false economy, with many predicting that it will result in more expensive repairs or replacements down the line. Some responses suggest that the council should instead focus on more efficient spending and better auditing of work to ensure value for money.
A few responses indicate a willingness to accept reduced maintenance if it is truly non-essential and does not compromise safety or the long-term integrity of the buildings. However, the majority opinion is that maintenance is crucial and should not be compromised with some suggesting that community involvement and volunteer work could help offset costs.
Overall, the trend is clear: citizens are deeply concerned about the potential negative impacts of reduced maintenance on public buildings and the broader implications for community well-being and safety. They urge the council to reconsider this proposal and find alternative solutions that do not risk the long-term health of public infrastructure.






Create a new in-house trades service
Yes - 83.6% (2,735 choices)
No - 10.3% (338 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 6% (197 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Citizens have expressed strong support for bringing trades services back in-house to support public buildings, rather than outsourcing to external companies. 
Many responses indicate a belief that this could lead to cost savings, more efficient service delivery, and the creation of local jobs, including apprenticeships. There is a recurring theme that the council could manage resources better internally and that past decisions to outsource may have been misguided.
Several respondents suggest that in-house services could be more accountable and that the council should negotiate better contracts to ensure quality and cost-effectiveness. Some responses highlight the potential for the council to offer services to private homeowners, which could generate additional income. There is also a sentiment that the council should focus on improving contract management and reducing reliance on private companies, which are perceived to be more expensive and less responsive to local needs.
However, there are concerns about the council's ability to manage in-house services effectively, with some scepticism about whether the projected savings are realistic or if the council can attract and retain skilled tradespeople. 
Some individuals worry that council-run services may not be as productive or offer the same level of quality as private contractors.
Overall, the trend is towards a preference for in-house services, with an emphasis on better management, cost savings, and local employment opportunities. There is a call for the council to consider the long-term benefits and potential for community development through training and apprenticeships.



Stop providing non statutory pest control services
Yes - 50.4% (1,638 choices)
No - 40.5% (1,319 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 9.1% (296 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The responses indicate a general concern for maintaining essential pest control services, particularly for statutory pests like rats and mice, which are seen as a public health and safety issue. There is a notable trend among respondents advocating for the continuation of services for wasps and bees, with many highlighting the health risks associated with wasp stings, especially for those with allergies.
Several respondents suggest that the council should consider increasing fees for non-statutory pest control services rather than eliminating them to ensure the service is self-funding and possibly even profitable. 
There is a sentiment that education on pest prevention and coexistence with non-harmful species could be beneficial, reducing the need for pest control interventions.
Some responses indicate a lack of awareness of the current services offered by the council, with a few individuals sharing personal experiences of being told that the council no longer provides certain pest control services. 
This suggests a potential issue with public awareness of the services available.
A few citizens question the financial impact of the proposal, noting that the survey does not provide information on the potential savings from reducing or removing these services. Without this information, they find it challenging to assess the value of the proposal fully.
Overall, the feedback reflects a desire to balance cost-saving measures with the need to protect public health and safety. Respondents are open to the idea of restructuring the fee system to maintain essential services and there is a clear call for more transparency regarding the financial implications of the proposed changes.



Stop providing non statutory advice to local small businesses
Yes - 61.1% (1,993 choices)
No - 24.7% (806 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 14.2% (462 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents have expressed concerns about the proposal to cut non-statutory advice services for small businesses. The primary concern is the potential negative impact on local businesses, particularly in the hospitality sector, which could lead to a decrease in food safety standards and an increase in public health risks. 
Many responses suggest that while statutory obligations must be met, the goodwill and support provided by the council through non-statutory advice are crucial for the growth and development of small businesses.
Several have proposed that instead of completely eliminating the service, the council could consider charging a small fee for the advice, making the service cost-neutral rather than a financial burden on the council. This approach could maintain the necessary support for businesses while addressing the council's budget constraints.
There is also a sentiment that the savings from cutting this service, which seems relatively small in the context of the overall budget, may not justify the potential risks and negative outcomes. 
Some responses indicate that the council should focus on other areas where savings could be made without compromising essential services that support economic development and public health.
Overall, the trend in the responses is a call for the council to find a balanced solution that continues to support small businesses, which are seen as vital to the local economy and community well-being, while also managing the budget effectively. 
The importance of clear communication and signposting to alternative sources of advice, should the council proceed with the cut, is also highlighted.



Marketing marriage services
Yes - 76.3% (2,496 choices)
No - 14.5% (474 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 9.3% (303 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The primary concern among respondents is the cost-effectiveness of the proposal to increase marketing for the council's marriage services. Many are sceptical about the projected £10,000 income increase, questioning the net gain after marketing expenses. Some suggest that the council should already be promoting its services effectively without additional costs.
A few respondents are in favour of the idea, provided that marketing expenses are kept under control and do not outweigh the potential revenue. Others are outright dismissive, doubting any significant impact on the council's income from such a measure.
Overall, the trend indicates a general scepticism towards the proposal's financial viability, with many citizens calling for more detailed information on marketing costs and questioning the assumptions behind the projected income increase. There is a sentiment that the council should focus on more pressing issues and ensure that any marketing efforts are already included in the existing budget without incurring additional costs.


Remove the community grant scheme
Option A – 14.9% (442 choices)
Remove all community grants scheme (£80,720).
Option B – 63.9% (1,898 choices)
Reduce the community grants scheme by 50%.
Don’t know/no opinion - 21.2% (630 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Responses indicate a preference for maintaining the current level of funding for community grants, emphasising their importance in supporting local groups and projects that benefit residents across the Stirling Council area.
Many respondents highlighted the value of community grants in fostering social connections, supporting volunteer efforts, and providing services that the council may not be able to offer. There is a clear sentiment that these grants often have a multiplier effect, leveraging additional funding and volunteer resources to deliver valuable services at a lower cost than the council could achieve directly.
Several comments pointed out that reducing or removing community grants could lead to increased costs in other areas, such as social care or health services, due to the loss of community-led initiatives that address local needs. The potential negative impact on rural communities, which may already feel neglected, was also a concern raised by some respondents.
A few individuals suggested that while a reduction in funding might be necessary due to budget constraints, a complete removal of the grants would be detrimental. They proposed that the council could be more selective in awarding grants or look for alternative funding sources, such as local business partnerships or other grant opportunities.
Overall, the trend across the responses is a call for the council to recognise the significant return on investment that community grants provide in terms of social value and community well-being. 
There is a strong plea for the council to preserve these grants to ensure that communities can continue to thrive and support themselves, especially during challenging economic times.



Reduction in services:

•	adult learning classes,
•	health and wellbeing classes like ‘thrive to keep well,
•	programmes to help adults and young people gain qualifications and employment, 
•	people who may be disadvantaged due to poverty, physical or mental health, 
•	help for individuals and families to maximise their income, 
•	household budgeting advice, 
•	support to apply for welfare benefits and charitable grants, 
•	appealing benefits decisions, including representation at tribunals and 
•	advice and support with options for managing debt.
Yes - 20.9% (683 choices)
No - 72.1% (2,358 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 7% (230 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents highlight the potential negative impact on community health and well-being as well as the risk of increased unemployment and poverty if these cuts are implemented.
A common theme among the responses is the belief that these services are essential, especially during the current economic climate, and that cutting them would be counterproductive and short-sighted. Respondents fear that any short-term financial savings would be outweighed by the long-term costs associated with a rise in demand for other council services, such as social care and housing support.
Several responses suggest that while some services could potentially be reduced or outsourced to third-party organisations or charities, a wholesale reduction or removal of these services would be detrimental to the community. 
There is a call for a more detailed analysis of the effectiveness of these services and their impact on the community before any decisions are made.
Overall, there is a strong sentiment that the council should prioritise the needs of its most vulnerable residents and maintain, or even increase, support for services that help individuals improve their lives and contribute to society. 
The responses indicate a desire for the council to find alternative ways to address budgetary constraints without sacrificing essential support services for those in need.


Close Crianlarich Nursery
Yes - 73% (2,388 choices)
No - 14.2% (465 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 12.8% (417 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
A significant number of respondents understand the financial reasoning behind the proposal, acknowledging the high cost of maintaining a nursery for a very small number of children. However, there is a strong sentiment that closing the nursery could have a detrimental impact on the local community, potentially discouraging young families from living in or moving to the area, which could lead to further depopulation of rural regions.
Many citizens are concerned about the practicalities of transporting children from Crianlarich to Killin, especially given the lack of public transport options and the challenging road conditions during winter. There is a call for the council to provide transport solutions if the closure goes ahead. 
Some suggest that the council should explore alternative childcare arrangements, such as supporting local childminders or offering part-time services, to maintain early learning opportunities in Crianlarich.
The responses indicate a desire for more comprehensive consultation with affected residents and a thorough analysis of the long-term implications of the nursery's closure. There is also a suggestion that the council should consider reversible measures, allowing the nursery to reopen if the number of young children in the area increases in the future.
Overall, while there is an understanding of the financial motivations behind the proposal, the community's concerns highlight the importance of early childhood education, the need for equitable services in rural areas, and the potential social impact of such closures on rural communities.


Change in operating model for nurseries
Option A - 46.5% (1,469 choices)
Changes to the capacity of identified nurseries This option would reduce the staffing and therefore places available in nurseries with lower uptake, but retain flexibility for children who are entitled to funded hours.
Option B - 24.8% (783 choices)
Changes to opening weeks and hours This option would reduce the extended hours and /or weeks in identified nurseries, reducing flexibility for families.
Don't know/no opinion - 28.8% (909 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The most common theme across the responses is the potential negative impact on working parents, particularly mothers, who rely on extended nursery hours to maintain employment. 
Many respondents are against the reduction of nursery hours and capacity, as it would limit their ability to work full-time and could force them to seek alternative, often more expensive, private childcare options or reduce their working hours, leading to financial strain.
Many parents highlighted the lack of alternative childcare options in rural areas, such as Fintry where public transport limitations it difficult to access nurseries in neighbouring villages.
Several responses pointed out that reducing nursery services would not only affect individual families but also the wider community by potentially leading to depopulation of rural areas as families move to places with better childcare provision. 
The impact on children's social development and well-being was also a concern, with many emphasising the importance of early years education.
Some respondents suggested alternative solutions, such as increasing fees for additional hours to cover costs or consulting with nursery parents to find the best outcome for funded and non-funded hours. 
There was also a call for a more holistic approach to decision-making that considers the long-term effects on society and the economy, rather than focusing solely on immediate budget cuts.
Overall, the trend is clear: respondents are deeply concerned about the proposed cuts to nursery services and their potential to undermine the ability of families, especially in rural areas, to work and support their children's development. The responses underscore the need for the council to carefully consider the broader implications of such changes and to engage in meaningful consultations with affected communities.


Increase non statutory childcare fees
Option A - 29.5% (1,009 choices)
An increase in fees for unfunded hours from August 2024: 
£5.10 for children aged 3-5 years; 
£5.60 for children aged 2-3 years; 
£6.10 for children aged 0-2 years
Option B - 23.8% (816 choices)
An increase in fees for unfunded hours for all age groups from £4.10 to £5.10 from August 2024.
Option C - 30.4% (1,042 choices)
An increase in fees for all age groups to £4.60 per hour in August 2024, followed by a further increase to £5.10 in August 2025.
Don’t know/no opinion - 16.2% (556 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that any increase in fees would place additional financial strain on families, particularly in the context of the current cost of living crisis. 
Many responses highlight the difficulty of balancing work and childcare costs, with some parents indicating that higher fees could force them to reduce work hours or even leave the workforce entirely, potentially leading to increased unemployment or reliance on benefits.
A recurring theme is the impact on working mothers and the potential exacerbation of gender inequalities, as the burden of childcare often falls disproportionately on women. 
Some respondents suggest that the proposed fee increases could drive young working families away from the area or discourage them from having children due to the financial burden.
There is also a call for a more equitable approach, with suggestions for means testing or providing subsidies for lower-income families to ensure that childcare remains accessible to all. 
The idea of aligning fees with those of neighbouring councils or the private sector is met with mixed reactions, with some agreeing to a small, gradual increase if it means maintaining the current level of service, while others firmly oppose any increase.
Overall, the responses indicate a strong desire to keep childcare affordable and accessible, with many urging the council to consider the long-term social and economic implications of increasing nursery fees. There is a clear demand for the council to support working families and avoid measures that could further disadvantage them financially.


Creche, play and out of school care service
Option A - 13.2% (406 choices)
The creche, play and out of school care service would stop saving £70,000
Option B - 23.2% (715 choices)
The creche, play and out of school care service would reduce but not stop saving £35,000
Option C - 44.6% (1,374 choices)
The creche, play and out of school care service would reduce slightly saving £13,000.
Don’t know/no opinion - 19% (587 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that these services are crucial for the well-being of children, particularly those from disadvantaged backgrounds, and are essential for enabling parents, especially working mothers, to maintain employment. 
Many responses highlight the importance of these services in providing socialisation, developmental opportunities, and support for families in need.
There is a clear trend of resistance to cutting services that support disadvantaged groups, with many respondents emphasising the long-term negative impacts such reductions could have on the community. 
Some suggest that instead of cutting services, the council should consider introducing or increasing fees for those who can afford to pay, thereby keeping essential services accessible to those who need them most.
Several responses also point out the potential for increased costs in other areas, such as social care, if these services are reduced or removed. 
The need for early intervention and support for families to prevent future issues is a recurring theme. There is a call for the council to conduct thorough impact assessments and cost-benefit analyses before making any decisions that could harm vulnerable populations.
Overall, the feedback indicates a strong desire to protect services for children and families, with many urging the council to find savings elsewhere and not at the expense of the community's most vulnerable members.


Nursery teachers
Option A - 23.1% (685 choices)
Reduce nursery teachers by 2.2 fte by August 2024, saving £94,000.
Option B - 14.8% (439 choices)
Reduce nursery teachers by 1.2 fte by August 2024, saving £51,000.
Option C - 34% (1,009 choices)
Reduce nursery teachers by 0.4 fte by August 2024, saving £17,000.
Don’t know/no opinion - 28.1% (835 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that early years education is crucial and should not be compromised. Many responses highlight the importance of nursery teachers in providing quality education and support, especially for children with additional needs. 
There is a concern that reducing nursery teachers would negatively impact children's development and increase the workload for existing staff, potentially leading to job losses and higher unemployment.
Several respondents question the feasibility of the proposal, particularly the idea of using primary school teachers to fill the gap in nursery education, as primary schools are already stretched thin. 
There is also a call for more clarity on the proposal, with some suggesting that the language used is not clear enough to make an informed decision.
Many responses also criticise the council for considering cuts in education, suggesting that it is a short-sighted approach that could have long-term negative consequences. Instead, some propose that the council should look for savings elsewhere, such as by reducing expenses for council members or increasing council tax charges for higher tax bands.
Overall, there is a strong desire to maintain or even increase the number of nursery teachers to ensure that children receive the best possible start in their education. 
The community's feedback indicates a clear preference for investment in early years education over budget cuts.


Reduce additional support needs outreach team
Option A - 14.8% (378 choices)
Reduction of the outreach team by 2 fte (full time equivalent) teachers. Total saving over two years is £128,740.
Option B - 50.4% (1,286 choices)
Reduction of the team by 1 fte (full time equivalent) teacher. Total saving is £64,370.
Don’t know/no opinion - 34.8% (890 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming consensus is that the current level of ASN provision is already insufficient to meet the growing demand and any cuts would only exacerbate the situation, negatively impacting vulnerable children and their families. 
Many responses highlight the essential nature of the ASN Outreach team in supporting children with complex needs to access mainstream education and the importance of maintaining or even increasing this support to ensure inclusive education and opportunities for all young people.
Several respondents specifically mention the critical role of ASN teachers in their children's education and the potential negative consequences of reducing the team. 
The sentiment is that the ASN team is already overburdened and any reduction in staff would lead to increased pressure on mainstream teachers, potentially causing burnout and staff absences, which would further strain the education system.
The responses also reflect a broader concern about the council's priorities, with many feeling that the most vulnerable members of society are being unfairly targeted by budget cuts. 
There is a call for the council to find savings elsewhere and protect essential services for children with additional needs. 
The lack of an option to oppose the cuts in the survey is criticised with many respondents feeling that their voices are not being adequately heard or represented.
The responses strongly suggest that any reduction in the ASN Outreach team would be detrimental to the education and well-being of children with additional needs and would likely have a negative ripple effect throughout the education system. The community's message is clear: the ASN Outreach team's services are vital and should be preserved or enhanced, not reduced.


P5 primary school swimming
Yes - 20.2% (653 choices)
No - 74.2% (2,403 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 5.6% (183 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that swimming is a crucial life skill particularly in an area with many bodies of water where the risk of drowning is significant. Many responses highlight the importance of the programme for children's safety, health, and well-being.
A common theme is the concern for children from lower-income families who may not have access to private swimming lessons. The P5 swimming programme is seen as a vital opportunity for these children to learn water safety and swimming skills. There is a strong belief that the programme is a necessary investment in children's futures and that the cost savings do not justify the potential risk to children's lives.
Some respondents suggest that the programme could be targeted at children who cannot swim by P5, potentially reducing costs while still providing essential skills to those most in need. Others propose that parents could be asked to contribute to the cost of the programme with waivers for those who cannot afford it. Overall, the consensus is that the P5 swimming programme should not be cut, as it is seen as an essential service that provides life-saving skills to children. The community feels that the programme is a small price to pay for the safety and well-being of Stirling's children.

Devolved school management
Option A – 22.4% (616 choices)
social inclusion teacher allocation of £892,000
Option B – 23.2% (636 choices)
other staff DSM £789,698
Don’t know/no opinion - 54.4% (1,494 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents have expressed strong opposition to proposals that would reduce staffing in schools, particularly in areas of social deprivation. The overwhelming sentiment is that any reduction in support staff, such as Support for Learning Assistants (SLAs) and administrative staff, would have a detrimental impact on the quality of education and the well-being of children, especially those with additional support needs (ASN). 
Many responses highlight the importance of maintaining or even increasing support in schools to address the diverse needs of students and to ensure a safe and conducive learning environment.
Several respondents mention their disapproval of any cuts to school staff, emphasising the already high demands on teachers and the negative consequences for students' learning experiences. The sentiment is that schools are already under-resourced and further cuts would exacerbate existing challenges.
The responses also reflect a concern for the long-term implications of such cuts, suggesting that they could lead to increased social problems and costs in the future. 
There is a call for the council to find alternative solutions that do not compromise the education and support of children, with some suggesting that the council should look at its own staffing and management for potential savings instead.
Overall, the citizens' responses indicate a strong desire to protect educational services and support for children, particularly in light of the challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic and the increasing needs of students with ASN. 


School transport
Yes - 54.5% (1,766 choices)
No - 37% (1,197 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 8.5% (275 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many responses highlight the potential safety risks for children, especially those in rural areas, without safe walking routes or public transport options. There is a fear that this could lead to increased car usage, negatively impacting the environment and causing more traffic congestion around schools.
Some suggest that the proposal could lead to higher absenteeism if families struggle to afford or arrange alternative transport. Others propose that the service could be means-tested or that a nominal fee could be charged for non-statutory transport to offset costs. A common theme is the importance of ensuring children's safety and access to education. Many respondents feel that the council should prioritise providing transport for all school-aged children, particularly in rural areas. 
There is also a suggestion to consider the impact on the environment and to encourage active travel where safe routes exist. Overall, there is a strong sentiment that education and the safety of children should not be compromised to save costs. The council is urged to consider the broader implications of the proposal, including the potential increase in car journeys and the impact on families, especially those in rural areas or with lower incomes.

Remove additional hours
Option A – 19.9% (583 choices)
SLA hours (£56,000)
Option B – 41.4% (1,215 choices)
Early years hours (£120,000)
Don’t know/no opinion - 38.7% (1,137 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many responses highlight the critical role SLAs play in supporting children with additional support needs, including those with autism, dyslexia, ADHD, complex learning needs, and non-native English speakers. The consensus is that any reduction in SLA hours would be detrimental to the learning outcomes and well-being of these children, as well as increasing the workload for class teachers.
Several responses specifically mention the need for more support, not less, and the importance of investing in education and childcare as these children represent the future. The sentiment is that schools and nurseries are already under-resourced and that further cuts would exacerbate existing challenges.
There is also a sense of frustration and disbelief at the idea of targeting educational support for budget cuts, with some suggesting that the council should find savings elsewhere, such as by reducing administrative costs or unnecessary expenditures. Overall, the responses indicate a strong desire to protect and enhance support services for children in educational settings, with a particular emphasis on maintaining or increasing SLA hours to ensure all children have the opportunity to succeed in a safe and supportive learning environment.

Remove nurture teachers in primaries
Yes - 24.9% (797 choices)
No - 60.1% (1,926 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 15% (481 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that nurture teachers play a critical role in supporting vulnerable children who face social, emotional, or behavioural challenges. Many responses highlight the importance of early intervention and the long-term benefits of providing targeted support to children in need, particularly in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic.
A common theme across the responses is the concern that cutting nurture teachers would not only negatively impact the children who directly benefit from their support but also affect the wider classroom environment and the ability of other children to learn effectively. Respondents fear that without nurture teachers, the burden on class teachers will increase, potentially leading to higher levels of disruption and a decrease in overall educational outcomes.
Several responses mention the importance of nurture support in addressing the emotional well-being of children, especially in areas of deprivation. The potential long-term costs of removing such support, including increased pressure on mental health services, social work, and even the criminal justice system, are also highlighted.
There is a call for the council to find alternative ways to make budget savings that do not involve cutting services to the most vulnerable groups in society. Some responses suggest that higher council tax charges, especially for those in higher tax bands, could be a solution to protect vital educational services.
Overall, the responses indicate a strong community value placed on nurturing and supporting young people, with many urging the council to preserve these essential services and consider the broader societal impact of such cuts. The sentiment is that any savings made by cutting nurture teachers would be outweighed by the negative consequences for children's development and future prospects.


Music and PE teachers
Yes - 35.2% (1,148 choices)
No - 54.9% (1,788 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 9.9% (322 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The overwhelming sentiment is that music and PE are essential components of a well-rounded education and that specialist teachers play a crucial role in delivering high-quality instruction in these areas.
Many responses highlight the importance of music and PE for children's physical and mental health, as well as for fostering teamwork, leadership, and creativity. There is a fear that if these specialist roles are absorbed into general staffing, the quality and availability of music and PE education will diminish, particularly affecting children from disadvantaged backgrounds who may not have access to private lessons or extracurricular activities.
Some citizens suggest that rather than cutting these services, the council should consider reintroducing charges for music lessons with concessions for low-income families to maintain access to these important educational opportunities. Others propose that the council should look into alternative funding models, such as involving charities or reallocating funds from other areas like the 'Big Noise' programme.
A few responses indicate a willingness to accept the proposal if it does not reduce the current level of music and PE provision, but many are sceptical about how incorporating these specialists into school staffing will save money without reducing services. 
There is also concern about the additional workload this would place on already overstretched teachers.
Overall, the community feedback strongly opposes any reduction in music and PE services, emphasising the long-term benefits of these subjects for children's development and the potential negative impact on their education and future opportunities.


Reduced length of the school week
Option A – 33.8% (1,013 choices)
Primary
Option B - 35.6% (1,065 choices)
Secondary
Don’t know/no opinion - 30.6% (917 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many respondents are concerned about the potential negative impact on children's education, particularly in light of the disruptions already caused by COVID-19 and recent teacher strikes. 
There is a widespread sentiment that education should not be compromised and that the proposals could exacerbate existing challenges in educational attainment and equity.
A significant number of responses highlight the practical difficulties that working parents would face if school hours were reduced, including increased childcare costs and the need to adjust work schedules. 
The lack of childcare options in the area is a recurring concern. Some respondents also mention the potential for increased antisocial behaviour and the loss of a safe environment for vulnerable children if they spend less time in school.
The survey's structure has been criticized for not providing an option to outright reject the proposals, which some see as leading or biased. There is also confusion about the details of the proposals, with many respondents asking for more information on how the reduction in school hours would be implemented and what the specific impacts would be.
Overall, the trend across the responses is a clear rejection of any reduction in school hours, with a call for the council to prioritise and protect children's education and to find alternative means of addressing budgetary issues. 
The potential legislation by the Scottish Government to retain current school hours is also mentioned as a reason to avoid making any reductions.


Reduce community based universal youth provision
Option A – 17.5% (474 choices)
50% reduction (£45,000)
Option B – 52.2% (1,418 choices)
25% reduction (£23,000)
Don’t know/no opinion - 30.3% (824 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many responses highlight the importance of these services, especially in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has exacerbated mental health issues among the youth. 
Respondents argue that cutting these services is a short-sighted measure that could lead to increased antisocial behaviour, higher crime rates and greater long-term costs for public services and the criminal justice system.
A common theme is the need for investment in youth services rather than reduction, with many pointing out that these services are already underfunded and overstretched. 
The potential negative impact on vulnerable and disadvantaged children is a major concern, with many respondents suggesting that the proposed cuts would disproportionately affect these groups. The sentiment is that the savings proposed by the cuts do not justify the loss of such valuable services.
Some responses specifically mention the Duke of Edinburgh scheme with mixed views on its funding. While some see it as a valuable opportunity for young people, others suggest it benefits mainly middle-class children and could be a candidate for cuts or parental contributions.
Overall, there is a strong consensus against any reduction in community based universal youth provision with many respondents calling for the preservation or even enhancement of these services to support the well-being and development of young people in the community. 
The lack of a ‘no reduction’ option in the survey is criticised, as many feel that none of the proposed options are acceptable.



Detached youth work
Yes - 17.3% (548 choices)
No - 68.1% (2,154 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 14.6% (463 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Many respondents believe that this service is crucial for preventing anti-social behaviour, substance abuse, and involvement in the criminal justice system. They argue that the cost of these social issues far outweighs the cost of funding detached youth work, and that the investment in these programs can actually save money in the long run by preventing problems before they arise.
There is a general consensus that the proposed savings are not significant enough to justify the potential negative impact on young people and the wider community. 
Many feel that the proposal is short-sighted and could lead to increased costs in the future due to the societal impact of not providing support to these youths.
Some respondents are not fully aware of the current service's impact and would like to see more information on its effectiveness. However, the overwhelming majority of comments suggest that the respondents affected by the proposal value the service highly and see it as a vital resource for young people. 
The sentiment is that cutting this service would be a mistake and that alternative options should be explored to avoid harming vulnerable groups.
The feedback indicates a strong opposition to the reduction or removal of detached youth work services, emphasising the importance of early intervention and support for young people to ensure their safety and well-being, as well as to prevent future societal costs.


Public toilets
Option A – 54.9% (1,453 choices)
Close five public toilets (£24,000)
Option B – 23.2% (613 choices)
Close 17 public toilets (£126,000)
Don’t know/no opinion - 21.9% (581 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
The majority of responses indicate a strong desire to keep all public toilets open, with particular emphasis on the importance of these facilities for tourists, the elderly, families with young children, and individuals with health conditions that require frequent access to toilets.
Many respondents highlighted the negative impact that closing public toilets would have on public health and hygiene, as well as the potential for increased environmental pollution due to people resorting to relieving themselves in public spaces. 
Concerns were also raised about the impact on tourism, as the lack of public toilets could deter visitors from coming to the area, thereby affecting local businesses and the economy.
Some respondents suggested alternatives to closure, such as introducing a small usage fee or contactless payment system to offset maintenance costs , transferring management to local communities , or establishing 'comfort partnerships' with local businesses to allow public access to their facilities .
Overall, the trend is that the respondents who are affected by this value public toilets as an essential service and are strongly against any proposals to reduce or eliminate them. 
The sentiment is that public toilets are not a luxury but a necessity for a wide range of people, including those with disabilities, and play a crucial role in supporting outdoor activities, tourism, and the general well-being of the public.


Review support in children and families services
Yes - 26.6% (846 choices)
No - 51.5% (1,635 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 21.9% (695 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
There is a strong sentiment against reducing support for vulnerable families and children, with many respondents emphasising the importance of early intervention and the long-term cost-effectiveness of maintaining robust support services. The lack of detailed information provided in the survey has made it difficult for many to fully understand the implications of the proposals, leading to frustration and a call for more transparency.
A common theme is the belief that cutting services for children and families could lead to increased social issues and higher costs in the future, as problems may escalate without adequate support. There is a suggestion that the council should consider alternative solutions, such as increasing council taxes, particularly for those in higher tax bands, to avoid cuts to essential services.
Some respondents have highlighted the need for continuous review and improvement of services to ensure efficiency, but there is a clear consensus that any reduction in services should not come at the expense of the wellbeing, health, and safety of children and families. 
The potential impact of reduced support includes increased pressure on already high-pressured environments, the risk of family breakdowns, and the potential for increased child protection cases.
Overall, the responses indicate a strong desire to protect and even enhance support for children and families within the Stirling Council area, with many calling for the protection of these services from budget cuts.





Resource allocation group
Yes - 20.3% (643 choices)
No - 59.8% (1,891 choices)
Don’t know/no opinion - 19.9% (629 choices)


Residents affected by any of the proposals let us know what the impact would be if it was taken:
Respondents affected by the proposal have expressed concerns about the potential impact of budget cuts on vulnerable groups, particularly children and young people with disabilities, care leavers, and asylum seekers. 
There is a strong sentiment against reducing services that support these groups, with many respondents emphasising the importance of maintaining or even increasing support rather than cutting it. The lack of detailed information on the specific proposals and their potential impacts has made it difficult for some respondents to provide informed feedback.
There is a notable concern that cuts to services for vulnerable groups could lead to increased costs in the long term, as well as negative social outcomes. Some respondents have suggested that the council should consider increasing council tax, particularly for higher tax bands, as a means to avoid cutting essential services. The sentiment reflects a willingness among some citizens to pay more in taxes if it means protecting services for those most in need.
Overall, the feedback indicates a strong desire to protect services for vulnerable groups and a call for more transparency and detail regarding the proposed budget cuts. 
There is also a sense of disappointment and frustration with the council for considering cuts that would disproportionately affect the most vulnerable members of the community.


Council tax

Residents were asked “What level of Council Tax increase would you consider acceptable?”.
The responses are set out below:
No increase - 35% (1,153 choices)
5% increase - 32.9% (1,083 choices)
(this would cost an extra £1.42 for Band D properties each week and raise nearly £3m for the council budget)
10% increase - 18.8% (618 choices)
(this would cost an extra £2.85 for Band D properties each week and raise nearly £6m for the council budget)
15% increase - 4.7% (156 choices) 
(this would cost an extra £4.27 for Band D properties each week and raise nearly £9m for the council budget)
20% increase - 8.5% (280 choices)
(this would cost an extra £5.70 for Band D properties each week and raise nearly £12m for the council budget)



Stop grass or verge cutting	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.215	0.40300000000000002	0.33600000000000002	4.5999999999999999E-2	


Redesign the stray dog service	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.193	0.104	0.40300000000000002	0.3	


Libraries	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.56200000000000006	0.22	0.218	


Reduce economic development service	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.33700000000000002	0.46100000000000002	0.20300000000000001	


Website changes	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Option D	Don't know/no opinion	0.221	0.18099999999999999	0.20200000000000001	0.308	8.8999999999999996E-2	


Remove ‘taxicard’ subsidy	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.17699999999999999	0.71899999999999997	0.104	


Reduce ‘dial-a-journey' funding	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.28399999999999997	0.59	0.127	


Events	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.5	0.41799999999999998	8.2000000000000003E-2	


Road-end collection policy	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.503	0.31900000000000001	0.17799999999999999	


Stop greenspace ranger service	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.33200000000000002	0.55700000000000005	0.11	


Fee charging for surveying services for non-housing ownership enquiries	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.78	8.6999999999999994E-2	0.13400000000000001	


Community centres	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.21	0.42099999999999999	0.36899999999999999	


Empty homes and 2nd homes Council Tax	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.81399999999999995	0.114	7.1999999999999995E-2	


Use council flats for temporary homeless accommodation	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.88300000000000001	5.8000000000000003E-2	5.8999999999999997E-2	


Reduce spending on maintenance	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.30599999999999999	0.629	6.5000000000000002E-2	


Create a new in-house trades service	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.83599999999999997	0.10299999999999999	0.06	


Stop providing non statutory pest control services	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.504	0.40500000000000003	9.0999999999999998E-2	


Stop providing non statutory advice to local small businesses	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.61099999999999999	0.247	0.14199999999999999	


Marketing marriage services	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.76300000000000001	0.14499999999999999	9.2999999999999999E-2	


Remove the community grant scheme	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.14899999999999999	0.63900000000000001	0.21199999999999999	


Reduction in services	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.20899999999999999	0.72099999999999997	7.0000000000000007E-2	


Close Crianlarich Nursery	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.73	0.14199999999999999	0.128	


Change in operating model for nurseries	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.46500000000000002	0.248	0.28799999999999998	


Increase non statutory childcare fees	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.29499999999999998	0.23799999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.16200000000000001	


Creche, play and out of school care service	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.13200000000000001	0.23200000000000001	0.44600000000000001	0.19	


Nursery teachers	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.23100000000000001	0.14799999999999999	0.34	0.28100000000000003	


Reduce additional support needs outreach team	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.14799999999999999	0.504	0.34799999999999998	


P5 primary school swimming	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.20200000000000001	0.74199999999999999	5.6000000000000001E-2	


Devolved school management	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.224	0.23200000000000001	0.54400000000000004	


School transport	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.54500000000000004	0.37	8.5000000000000006E-2	

Yes or an option above 50%	
Council flats/homeless accomodation	New in-house trades	Empty homes/Council tax	Fee charging for surveying 	Marketing marriage services 	Close Crianlarich Nursery 	community grant (option B) 	non statutory advice business 	Libraries (option A) 	Public toilets (option A)	School transport 	universal youth provision (option B) 	non statutory pest control 	ASN outreach team (option B) 	Road-end collection policy 	Events	0.88300000000000001	0.83599999999999997	0.81399999999999995	0.78	0.76300000000000001	0.73	0.63900000000000001	0.61099999999999999	0.56200000000000006	0.54900000000000004	0.54500000000000004	0.52200000000000002	0.504	0.504	0.503	0.5	



Remove additional hours	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.19900000000000001	0.41399999999999998	0.38700000000000001	


Remove nurture teachers in primaries	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.249	0.60099999999999998	0.15	


Music and PE teachers	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.35199999999999998	0.54900000000000004	9.9000000000000005E-2	


Reduced length of the school week	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.33800000000000002	0.35599999999999998	0.30599999999999999	


Reduce community based universal youth provision	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.17499999999999999	0.52200000000000002	0.30299999999999999	


Detached youth work	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.17299999999999999	0.68100000000000005	0.14599999999999999	


Public toilets	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.54900000000000004	0.23200000000000001	0.219	


Review support in children and families services	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.26600000000000001	0.51500000000000001	0.219	


Resource allocation group	
Yes	No	Don't know/no opinion	0.20300000000000001	0.59799999999999998	0.19900000000000001	


Council Tax	
No Increase	5% increase	10% increase	15% increase	20% increase	0.35	0.32900000000000001	0.188	4.7E-2	8.5000000000000006E-2	


No' above 50%	
P5 primary swimming	Reduction in services	taxicard subsidy	Detached youth work	Reduce spending on maintenance (property)	Remove nurture teachers in primaries	Resource allocation group	dial a journey	greenspace ranger service	Music and PE teachers	Children and families service	0.74199999999999999	0.72099999999999997	0.71899999999999997	0.68100000000000005	0.629	0.60099999999999998	0.59799999999999998	0.59	0.55700000000000005	0.54900000000000004	0.51500000000000001	



Bus services	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Don't know/no opinion	0.182	6.5000000000000002E-2	0.2	0.55300000000000005	


Parking	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Option D	Don't know/no opinion	0.39800000000000002	0.19700000000000001	0.17	0.16500000000000001	7.0000000000000007E-2	


Garden waste	
Option A	Option B	Option C	Option D	Don't know/no opinion	0.39400000000000002	0.13800000000000001	0.193	0.19900000000000001	7.5999999999999998E-2	


Special uplift concession	
Option A	Option B	Don't know/no opinion	0.35699999999999998	0.48	0.16300000000000001	

