A cl
ean
, gre
incl
usiv
en a
Our
nd
med e city
for 2
i
022- um-term for a
ll
23 t
plan
o

2024
n
App
-25 ing
endi
x
cons
ultat 3: 2022
ion r
epor 23
t

Contents
Introduction ................................................................................................................ 2
Our approach ............................................................................................................. 3
How we publicised our proposals and encouraged people to have their say.......... 3
The number of responses we received ................................................................... 3
The People’s Budget .................................................................................................. 5
How people set a balanced budget ........................................................................ 5
How people approached setting a budget .............................................................. 6
Why people gave up ............................................................................................... 6
Proposals which will impact on services in 2022-23 ................................................... 7
IIA 1. Adult Social Care – Continuing to promote independence for people with
learning disabilities, autism or both ......................................................................... 7
IIA 2. Adult Social Care – Being well in communities (Phase 1) ............................. 9
IIA 3. Children’s Social Care – Keeping families safely together .......................... 11
IIA 4. Council Tax and adult social care precept ................................................... 12
General feedback received ...................................................................................... 15
Engaging children and young people ....................................................................... 18
Approach .............................................................................................................. 18
What children and young people told us ............................................................... 19

1

Introduction
This report summarises feedback received through our consultation on proposals set
out in ‘A clean, green and inclusive city: our medium-term planning for 2022-23 to
2024-25’.
Consultation took place from 5 November 2021 to 2 January 2022:
• On 5 November 2021, we launched the People’s Budget, our online budget
simulator which allows people to set their own spending priorities for our
budget.
• On 12 November 2021, we published our draft proposals to allow residents,
businesses, community organisations and partners to understand and
comment on what we proposed.
It presents the views of individuals and organisations gathered through the People’s
Budget, and responses received to our draft proposals, including those which, if
approved, will result in a change to service in 2022-23, as set out in integrated
impact assessments (IIAs).
Thank you to everyone who supported the consultation process and who took the
time to give us their views either by completing an online survey, taking part in a
focus group or providing detailed written responses.
We have used this feedback to reflect on our medium-term planning and update IIAs.
This report should be read in conjunction with:
• A clean, green and inclusive city for all: our medium-term planning for 202223 to 2024-25
• Appendix 1 – 2022-23 revenue and capital plan
• Appendix 2 – 2022-23 summary of service proposals
• Appendix 4 – 2022-23 cumulative impact assessment
• Updated integrated impact assessments for changes to services in 2022-23
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Our approach
How we publicised our proposals and encouraged people to have their say
Unfortunately, due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, engagement mainly took
place online to ensure consultation was safe and did not put anyone at risk.
We promoted the consultation widely using digital channels online, using animated
videos, slideshows, Facebook and LinkedIn posts, YouTube, Twitter and our
website. Including:
We emailed 50 stakeholder and representative organisations letting them
know that we had published our draft proposals, details of how they can have
their say and encouraging people to take part.
• We published ten posts and videos on Facebook which pointed people to the
People’s Budget and Let’s talk Newcastle online. These posts had a ‘reach’
figure of 55,731 – the number of individuals who saw the posts. We received
192 comments (included in the analysis set out within this report), 28 shares
and 140 ‘reactions’, for example, people ‘liking’ the posts.
• We uploaded videos to Twitter to encourage people to try the People’s Budget
and to comment on our proposals.
• Local organisations such as Connected Voice also promoted the consultation
through their own communications channels, including social media and email
bulletins.
Recognising that digital is not the first choice, or even a choice for many, we also
used non-digital communication channels:
• Our Winter 2021 edition of Citylife, our resident magazine, included details of
our proposals, how people could have their say and encouraged them to do
so. This was delivered to all households in the city.
• We provided downloadable feedback forms that people could use to send us
their comments in writing.
• To support those who could not take part online, we also provided a
FREEPOST address so people could write to us.
•

The various ways to take part were also shared with all ward councillors, again
encouraging them to use their communication channels to raise awareness with
residents and encourage them to have their say.
We worked with Connected Voice and the Haref Network (who work to improve the
quality of life of everyone in diverse communities) to engage with the community and
voluntary sector and those residents they work with and support. We also organised
online sessions with groups representing other communities of interest, such as
disabled people, older people and carers. A series of workshops also took place to
engage children and young people.

The number of responses we received
We received 23 budgets submitted through the People’s Budget simulator, 221
individual pieces of feedback on our proposals and 101 young people took part in
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engagement events put on especially for them, giving us a total of 343 responses.
To the best of our knowledge, 361 individuals and organisations took part.
What people commented on
The People’s Budget - submitted
The People’s Budget - gave up
Young people’s engagement events
IIA 1. Adult Social Care – Continuing to promote
independence for people with learning
disabilities, autism or both
IIA 2. Adult Social Care – Being well in
communities (Phase 1)
IIA 3. Children’s Social Care – Keeping families
safely together
IIA 4. Council Tax and adult social care precept
General comments (including via social media)

No of people /
organisations
23
21
101

No of
responses
23
21
101

23

9

19

10

4

4

24
307

24
194

It was possible for an individual to take part in the consultation through several
channels, for example, they may have submitted a budget using the People’s Budget
simulator and later completed a Let’s talk Newcastle online survey. Unless they
chose to tell us, we cannot identify individuals and if they used multiple channels. We
can only estimate the number of individual people and organisations.
The number of responses and individuals or organisations shown in the table below
adds up to more than 361 individual responses, as many of those responding
commented on more than one proposal.
Organisations who took part included Connected Voice and the Haref Network,
Difference North East, the Elders Council, Healthwatch Newcastle, the North East
Chamber of Commerce (NECC), Newcastle Advisory Group, Newcastle Carers and
101 young people who took part in consultation events designed especially for them.
We also worked with the Elders Council to organise and hold sessions with older
people and carers.
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The People’s Budget
We launched our People’s Budget simulator (www.letstalkbudget.org.uk) on 5
November 2021. This allows people to take on the role of a councillor and set the
council’s budget. The simulator closed on 2 January 2022.
We asked people to make savings of £15 million from our existing budget by either
cutting spending on service areas, putting up Council Tax, increasing income
generation from various sources or a combination of all of these. We provided
information about our service budgets and context through pop-up ‘headlines’
indicating the consequences of different choices.
People’s Budget stats:
• 747 people started the challenge
• 23 budgets were submitted
• 21 people clicked the ‘give up’ button
• On average, people spent 13 minutes completing their budget

How people set a balanced budget
The online simulator aggregates individual responses into a single ‘People’s Budget’.
Based on the 23 budgets submitted:
• Increase Council Tax by 2.3% and generating £2.3 million
• Maximise income options, generating £2 million
• Reduce all service budgets by differing levels:
Service areas
Budget Proposed Risk level
(£m)
cuts (£m)
Refuse, waste collection and £17.0
£1.1
Medium
disposal
Culture, leisure and libraries £5.0
£1.1
Medium
Maintaining highways and
£9.0
£0.6
Medium
parking
Adult social care
£87.0
£3.9
Low
Children’s social care
£50.0
£1.3
Low
Early years and education
£6.0
£0.3
Low
Maintaining neighbourhoods £7.0
£0.9
Low
Planning and development
£1.0
£0.1
Low
Business and economic
£1.0
£0.2
Low
development
Enforcement and regulation £1.0
£0.1
Low
Enabling and business
£3.0
£0.5
Low
functions

%
change
-6.5%
-22%
-6.7%
-4.5%
-2.6%
-5.0%
-12.9%
-10.0%
-30.0%
-10.0%
-16.7%
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How people approached setting a budget
We asked people to leave comments about why they had set their budget in the way
that they did. We received 19 comments, indicating:
• As in previous years, people tended to take one of two possible approaches
to setting their budget:
o Protect services seen as essential to the wellbeing of vulnerable
people, in particular those relating to children and young people; or
o Spread the cuts evenly across all services.
• The most common theme in comments left by people who gave up was that
government should provide more funding to local authorities so that there
would be less need to make cuts to service budgets.
Some examples of comments received:
• “Best I could do to share the pain.”
• “If we keep [spending on] early years, education and child services as high as
possible, this should help to minimise any increase in required spending in
adult areas further down the line.”
• “Education and health care is paramount.”
• "This is what I thought was fair. Some budgets affect everyone and not just
specific groups, so I tried to spread the benefits of the funding across the
widest scope."
• "I increased charges across the board but tried to make cuts in areas which
have a potentially lower impact on those on lower incomes."
• “This is a crisis, and we are having to choose between life and limb and less
direct essential services. This is so hard.”
Half of children and young people who used the tool during consultation sessions
identified adult and children’s social care as priorities for any future spending. They
felt services provided to vulnerable people should be prioritised, and, to support this,
they were more willing to see cuts made to other services. Children and young
people said neighbourhood services were important. In particular, they wanted to
see safe spaces, such as parks provided for where young people can spend time
and felt that this would lead to less anti-social behaviour.

Why people gave up
We asked people who clicked ‘give up’ to leave comments about why they did this.
Again, we received 19 comments. The most common themes were that government
should provide more funding to local authorities, making it possible to make smaller
cuts within the tool and look at different ways to reduce costs.
Some examples of comments received:
• "Impossible to balance the budget without massive cuts to existing services
which are already strained. Government should come up with these funds."
• "The content of each pot needs to be broken down to provide the ability for
fine-tuning. For example, charges for green waste collections could be raised
without having to reduce workforce or have waste collections every third
weekend, as the pop-up bubble suggests."
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Proposals which will impact on services in 2022-23
Some of the proposals within our draft medium-term planning would, if approved,
result in a change in service in 2022-23. We carried out integrated impact
assessments (IIAs) for these. IIAs provide more details about the current service,
proposed changes, evidence to support this, engagement and consultation involved
in developing the proposal and the potential impacts this may have on different
groups.
Four IIAs were published for 2022-23:
1. Adult Social Care – Continuing to promote independence for people with
learning disabilities, autism or both
2. Adult Social Care – Being well in communities (Phase 1)
3. Children’s Social Care – Keeping families safely together
4. Council Tax and adult social care precept
People could have their say on these proposals through various channels, including
specific surveys on Let’s Talk Newcastle online. The surveys asked:
• Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
• What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this
(these) proposal(s)?
• What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
• How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
• Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
We received 91 individual responses to proposals set out in the four IIAs from
individuals and organisations. Organisations who provided feedback included
Newcastle Carers, Connected Voice and the Haref Network, Healthwatch Newcastle,
Newcastle Advisory Group, a Newcastle Carers focus group, North East Chamber of
Commerce and the Elders Council.
Many of the written responses from organisations’ responses are highly detailed and
consider both the cumulative impact of the proposals and possible ways in which
local service delivery might be transformed in future. This report has tried to do them
justice, but we would advise reading them in full.
The following sections set out the key findings from comments received on each of
the four IIAs.

IIA 1. Adult Social Care – Continuing to promote independence for people with
learning disabilities, autism or both
Proposal summary
We will continue to deliver new supported housing that promotes independence in
communities for people with learning disabilities, autism or both. This includes
developing our Shared Lives model for support and using learning from work
across the region. We will promote the use of enabling technologies and develop
7

our community living network approach to overnight support. We will continue to
work closely with children’s social care to ensure young people with care needs
are supported in a positive way as they move towards adulthood. This proposal
continues our activity in 2021-22 when we opened five new community cluster
bungalows and 15 Concierge Plus apartments.
We received nine responses to this proposal. This included wide-ranging detailed
responses from the Elders Council and Healthwatch Newcastle, organised
discussions with carers, older people and the Newcastle Advisory Group supported
by Inclusion North (a group composed of local people with a learning disability and
family carers whose loved one has a learning disability). Comments were also
received from Chief Executive of Valour Multi-Academy Trust, Difference North (a
disabled people campaign group), a member of the public via social media and from
children and young people through engagement workshops.
Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
Newcastle Advisory Group commented on ways the proposals could be made
clearer for people with learning disabilities.
What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this
(these) proposal(s)?
Newcastle Carers commented that the proposal aims to offer people choice about
their services. Healthwatch Newcastle also commented that they were pleased to
see a commitment to consulting with service users and other stakeholders, as in
their view, “the most important aspect of this work must be to ensure that service
users continue to receive the right care and support in the right venue, based on
their needs.”
Newcastle Advisory Group commented that reviewing the situations of people in
independent supported living could identify people who would benefit from the
opportunity to increase their independence through concierge or enhanced
concierge options and that they were pleased to see that different housing and
support developments would still be offered. They also noted that the idea of
independence may cause people and their families to feel upset or worried, and that
it was very important to ensure that people’s needs and wishes are what decides
which services and support they receive, not time and money pressures. They
expressed concern about the sustainability of Shared Lives placements and whether
the necessary support and monitoring for ensuring they are working will be present,
as the impact of a breakdown in a placement would be significant. They emphasised
the importance of a back-up plan for the Just Roaming service in the event of a
power outage, or a similar issue affecting the service. They were also concerned
about whether there would be enough new places offered through housing
developments, given the expected demand for them.
What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
The Newcastle Carers focus group and Newcastle Advisory Group urged us to work
closely with health and education services. Newcastle Advisory Group also
emphasised the importance of this for a smooth transition between children’s and
adults’ services. They also commented on a need for systems and processes that
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permit sharing information so that people using services and those delivering them
do not have to repeat the same information on multiple occasions.
How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
We did not receive comments specifically about whether the proposals were fair and
reasonable. However, it is important to note the emphasis respondents placed on
listening to the needs and voices of those using services in ways that work best for
them and ensuring that their needs are paramount in service delivery and design.
Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
The Carers Focus group said that Direct Payments should be more widely
advertised, and it should be very clear about what support is available to people who
wish to explore this option.
Newcastle Advisory Group made various suggestions including other opportunities
for using the Shared Lives model, expanding Just Roaming to other users, making
the best use of individual service funds, potential to establish something similar to
children’s disability access funding for adults and making more of NHS Continuing
Healthcare funding.
Other comments
Other issues raised were around ensuring parents and carers are properly involved
in discussions, tackling staff recruitment and retention issues, and ensuring housing
is also provided for homeless people. The Elders Council commented on possible
tensions between providing more housing and our goals for protecting green spaces
and achieving net zero. They also wanted to see a focus on provision of suitable
housing for older people. Young people said that there should be more social clubs
provided for people with learning disabilities.

IIA 2. Adult Social Care – Being well in communities (Phase 1)
Proposal summary
In 2019-20, we consulted on an ambitious proposal to recommission general home
care services (also known as domiciliary care). While we temporarily paused this
proposal, we remain committed to moving away from a traditional ‘time and task’
model of care to one that offers greater flexibility for the person and their provider
to shape together and improve care and support outcomes. During 2022-23, we
will change the way we commission some of our key social care services. We want
to make sure they remain person-centred and that they recognise people’s
strengths, assets and capabilities. We will ensure that services remain well
planned and flexible enough to allow providers to work with people to identify
innovative responses to their support needs.
We received feedback on this from a total of 10 people and organisations, including
two members of the public, North East Chamber of Commerce, Newcastle Carers, a
focus group organised by the Elders Council, young people taking part in
consultation events, Newcastle Advisory Group, the Elders Council, Difference North
East, and Healthwatch Newcastle.
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Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
One member of the public who took part commented that the proposals were quite
clear.
What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this
(these) proposal(s)?
Difference North East said that they supported the proposed actions identified in the
plan. A member of the public commented that this could be a good opportunity to get
local community groups more involved in providing services, and Connected Voice
and the Haref Network also approved of the work we have done to understand the
local voluntary and community sector, and of a more neighbourhood-based way of
working in future. Newcastle Advisory Group agreed that it is a good idea for people
to build up connections in their local communities.
Newcastle Carers were disappointed at proposed cuts for both adult and children’s
social care, given that this is a time of increased demand when the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic on vulnerable members of society is still being felt. They were
concerned that unpaid carers may be left to make up for any ensuing shortfalls in
care and support, leading to a negative impact both on their wellbeing and those
they care for. Difference North East were concerned specifically about the low spend
per head on adult social care in the North East compared to other parts of the UK.
Connected Voice and Haref Network were concerned at the scale of savings to be
made and wanted to see assurances that no savings would be made by using
volunteers instead of paid staff to provide existing services.
Newcastle Advisory Group were concerned that many community-based resources
have closed or have a reduced offer. They asked how community-based resources
are being encouraged and supported to welcome people with disabilities, and also
asked how flexible local delivery of services will be achieved. This was also a
concern for the Elders Council.
What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
A member of the public and Difference North East want to see the impact of future
changes to services being closely monitored. Difference North East and a discussion
group convened by Newcastle Carers, commented that proposals should: “include
actions to ensure that disabled residents are not disproportionately impacted by the
effects of the pandemic, for example, due to extended waiting times for healthcare
services” and that wording on the disability related expenditure form should be
reviewed.
Newcastle Carers said, in principle, care providers being encouraged to be more
flexible in the care packages they provide is a positive step as it increases choice
and gives the cared-for person a greater involvement in defining their own care
needs. However, they suggested that a duty to consult carers about any proposed
change in a care package should be built into care providers’ service contracts. The
Elders Council also supported the involvement of families and carers in designing
care packages.
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Difference North East also want to see action taken to tackle the gap between
spending on social care in the North East region compared to that in other regions of
the UK. Newcastle Advisory Group commented that it is important to both invest in
smaller, more localised services, and to undertake proper mapping of what is still
available so that a realistic picture of what can be delivered is available. The North
East Chamber of Commerce commented that it was important to lobby government
for better funding for these services in the region, particularly given the impact of the
pandemic.
Members of the Elders Council want us to ensure all care providers work to provide
the same basic standards of care, and the impacts of change monitored for service
users, providers and care workers.
How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
No-one felt that the proposals were not fair and reasonable, but issues were raised
around monitoring the impact of changes, in particular, upon the demands placed
upon unpaid carers. The need to lobby government to provide better funding for
these services was also raised.
Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
No comments were made on this subject.
Other comments
Newcastle Carers commented that in future they wanted to see specific
consideration of potential impacts of proposals upon carers included in the impact
assessments undertaken. Connected Voice and Haref Network expressed concern
that the COVID-19 pandemic has led to increasing levels of poverty, that any
increase in care costs needs to acknowledge this, and that the ability to consider
exceptional cases is used if a high number of people are struggling with increases in
care costs. A member of the public expressed dissatisfaction with services as they
are at present, saying that she had found it difficult to make contact with them.
The Elders Council members focus group encouraged us to incorporate the ‘15minute neighbourhoods’ model in work to plan services and maintain
neighbourhoods. As an organisation, the Elders Council stated, “we welcome and
support ‘Being Well’ and the redesign of services,and can see the potential for this to
improve the quality of services and conditions and satisfaction for the workforce”.
They also supported the idea of ‘community neighbourhoods’.

IIA 3. Children’s Social Care – Keeping families safely together
Proposal summary
Our aim is to keep families safely together. Where this is not possible, we want
Newcastle children to grow up in Newcastle closer to their schools, friends, and
wider family members. Since 2018, we have invested in new services and ways of
working to provide earlier support, build resilience and dramatically increase the
number of in-house fostering placements for children in our care. The number of
children on child protection plans and those entering care have both reduced as a
11

result. We will build on this and fully embed new models including family group
conferencing to continue to safely reduce the number of children in our care. This
will reduce the amount we need to spend on children’s social care.
We received four responses on this proposal from Newcastle Carers, Healthwatch
Newcastle, Connected Voice and Haref Network and a member of the public.
Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
No comments were made on this subject.
What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this
(these) proposal(s)?
Healthwatch Newcastle were pleased with the effectiveness so far of the Family
Valued programme and the emphasis on working with children, young people and
families. They also commented that it was good to see savings being achieved
through reducing demand safely. However, they wanted to see the changed services
being properly evaluated to check that children are not being removed from care
inappropriately, or not receiving appropriate levels of support. They also wanted
confirmation that we would regularly seek feedback from staff, parents, carers and
children about their experiences of taking part in the Family Valued programme and
the family group conferencing service. Connected Voice and Haref Network said that
they had seen evidence of the proposed partnership with families model being used
successfully in other areas of the country.
As noted earlier in this report, Newcastle Carers expressed disappointment at
proposed cuts in the budgets for both adult and children’s social care, given that this
is a time of increased demand when the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on
vulnerable members of society is still being felt and its potential impacts on carers.
Connected Voice and Haref Network and Healthwatch Newcastle also wanted to see
the additional pressure that many families are facing as a result of the pandemic
being factored into any proposed changes to family support services. Healthwatch
Newcastle were also concerned that proposed cuts to budgets for services such as
early years and family support team could affect the ability to provide prevention and
early intervention work. A member of the public raised a concern about cuts to
children’s social care potentially increasing risk of harm to vulnerable children.
What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
No comments were made on this subject.
How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
No comments were made on this subject.
Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
No comments were made on this subject.

IIA 4. Council Tax and adult social care precept

12

Proposal summary
As in previous years, the government will assume in its calculation of core
spending power that all local authorities will increase Council Tax by 2%, the
maximum amount in 2022-23, and apply the 1% adult social care precept to
Council Tax bills. This will be confirmed in the provisional local
government finance settlement which will be announced in December 2021.
To set a balanced budget in 2022-23, we need to increase the amount of income
raised through Council Tax. We are proposing to increase core Council Tax by
1.949%, which will increase income by £2.3 million, excluding any changes to the
Council Tax base. We propose to use this income to avoid the need to make
further reductions to service provision beyond those set out in ‘A clean, green
and inclusive city for all: our medium-term planning for 2022-23 to 2024-25’ and its
appendices.
This increase is below the level expected to be defined as excessive by the
Secretary of State for the purpose of the Local Government Finance Act 1992.
We also propose to apply the government’s 1% Council Tax precept for adult
social care to help fund the increasing demand in adult social care and the longstanding, complex impact of COVID-19 on social care services. This will generate
an additional £1.2 million of Council Tax income, excluding any changes to the
Council Tax base.
We received comments from 24 people and organisations on this proposal including
Healthwatch Newcastle, children and young people and Connected Voice and Haref
Network.
Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
Ten respondents said they thought the proposal was clear, two did not – one of
whom wanted more detail on the proposals.
What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this
(these) proposal(s)?
Twelve people and organisations comments on potential consequences and
impacts, the most common theme being impacts for people on low incomes,
although some did understand why this was being proposed.
Some examples of the comments are:
• "Lower-paid people will be hit by [Council Tax] increases."
• "People on low income but just above the threshold for support will struggle."
• "In my own household since the COVID-19 pandemic started we have seen
wages cut, every bill we pay increase, and the cost of living rise. We are
pinched but surviving."
• “Families can't afford the rising cost of living year-in, year-out when wages
aren't matched [to this].”
• "We are concerned about the impact of any increase for those people in the
city on low incomes, those experiencing in-work poverty, and for those with
protected characteristics.”
13

•

"We understand the need to increase income from Council Tax and therefore
we support the decision to implement a further rise of just under 2%.”

What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
Eleven people and organisations commented on this, the most common on which
was, “Do not increase Council Tax” or “A smaller increase to Council Tax or [bigger]
increases for those over a certain threshold.
How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
Nine people and organisations commented on this. The most comment theme was
that this is not fair.
Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
Eleven people and organisations made suggestion on other ways to make savings,
including senior management salaries and expenses, making more efficiency
savings and making increases proportionate to income.
Other comments
Nine people and organisations also provided other comments. Some stated that they
feel Council Tax increases year-on-year and that people are struggling to manage.
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General feedback received
306 people and organisations made general comments relating to the proposals and
documents overall, including the Elders Council, a focus group organised by
Newcastle Carers, Healthwatch Newcastle, North East Chamber of Commerce,
Newcastle Advisory Group, Difference North East and Connected Voice and Haref
Network. 101 young people also took part via a series of consultation events that
were designed specifically for them. Many of the written responses were wideranging and detailed.
Is the proposal (or proposals) clear and easy to understand?
Of the 23 people who took part by completing a survey via Let’s Talk Newcastle
online and were directly asked if the proposals were clear and easy to understand,
11 said that they were not, and 12 said that they were. When asked for views on this,
some comments were:
• “The proposals are too general in nature and give little detail about what dayto-day consequences will be.”
• "[It is] heavy going. It is impractical to expect people to read in depth."
• "There aren't any real specifics, just some vague mentions of ‘we will make
stuff cheaper or better’."
• "You may consult but you don't listen."
• “For each of the sections that are being cut, there should have been a table
with how much is currently spent, what percentage of the total budget that is,
how much will be cut, and how much that is as a percentage of the area's
budget.”
• "It is far too long and there is far too much information to absorb."
Connected Voice and Haref Network commented that they thought the presentation
of proposals was clear, they approved of the animated videos and welcomed the
return of the People’s Budget simulator. Newcastle Advisory Group said that the
animated videos were not well-suited for people with learning disabilities or autism.
What consequences or impact do you think there might be as a result of this (these)
proposal(s)?

25 people and organisations commented on what they thought the consequences
and impact of the budget proposals could be. The most common themes were a
concern that care services and less affluent areas would be negatively affected.
Some examples of the comments received:
• “The consequences will be a further decline in the standard of care services
and the city’s environment."
• “Less affluent areas will see a further decline in street cleanliness and more
anti-social behaviour."
• “I think the council should manage and collaborate more on services for older
people… there needs to be more low-cost appropriate rental accommodation
or supported housing."
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•
•

"We reiterate our calls in previous budget responses that investment in local
neighbourhoods is as important as the city centre, and we hope to see more
improvements to local facilities as part of the investment strategy.”
“Money is clearly tight, but we must ensure that visitors [to the city] are not
deterred, the consequences would represent major self-inflicted wellbeing and
financial problems."

Difference North East commented that they wanted to see any disproportionate
impacts of the pandemic upon disabled people being addressed, for example
difficulties accessing health care.
Healthwatch Newcastle expressed concern about the possible impacts of proposals
upon “the resilience of families and informal carers”. For example, they
acknowledged existing good practice around hospital discharge pathways, but were
concerned about whether in the future it would be possible to recruit and retain
enough social care workers with the necessary skills to ensure that people receive
the right care in the right location. They supported the idea of working through
Collaborative Newcastle to better integrate local services to improve health,
particularly for vulnerable people.
Older people attending a discussion organised by the Elders Council wanted to see
work done to assess impacts of changes on care workers, as well as those using
care services. They also emphasised the need to assess what facilities are available
in people’s neighbourhoods, identity any gaps in provision and work to address
them.
Connected Voice & Haref Network were concerned that the ongoing impact of the
pandemic in terms of both increased demand for services provided by voluntary,
community and social enterprise organisations, and difficulties in providing enough
staff and volunteers to provide these services could affect our proposals to support
people to be well in their local communities.
Children and young people taking part in the consultation were most concerned
about the impact of cuts to services, particularly care services, upon vulnerable
people in Newcastle. They were especially concerned about impacts on people and
families with low incomes.
What do you think could be done to reduce any negative consequences or
impact?
22 people and organisations commented on this, as did children and young people.
Some comments included:
• "Embrace socialism, where’s the fight?”
• “Where empty shops have been vacant for a long time, convert them to social
flats or housing.”
• "It is inconsistent to say we will be a greener city, yet allocate nothing to cycle
lanes, and everything to road repairs and improvements."
• "If you want people to use public transport, make it free for all and stop
penalising motorists who often do not have a choice but to travel by car."
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Children and young people taking part in consultation felt that it was most important
to preserve services such as youth services, parks and green spaces, and leisure
and culture facilities. They viewed these as long-term investments, as preserving
these services reduces anti-social behaviour, helps children and young people feel
valued and listened to, and means they have more chances to learn, grow, and stay
safe. Similarly, they also wanted to see spending on local services for vulnerable
people, including homeless people, disabled people, and people struggling with
addiction.
How fair and reasonable do you think the proposal(s) is(are)?
10 people and organisations commented on this, with varying opinions.
Difference North East urged us to make an explicit commitment within our Council
Plan They were especially concerned at inequalities faced by disabled people and
wish to see action taken to address this.
Connected Voice and Haref Network wanted to see more work done to assess the
impact of proposed changes upon carers, particularly young carers.
Children and young people taking part in the consultation also varied. Care leavers
were the most generous in their support for our situation and children in care felt the
proposals were generally “unfair” because people in the city “don’t have a lot of
money” and any spend reductions or charge increases would affect them negatively.
All children and young people participating felt that potential charges for social care
were the least fair proposals.
Do you think there are any other ways the council could make the savings
required?
22 people and organisations commented on this as follows. Comments included:
• "We need more mixed-use developments based on 20-minute neighbourhood
principles.”
• "Make efficiencies in management-level positions."
• "Increase fines for fly-tipping, vandalism, etc., to raise funds."
• "Charge all vehicles that come into the city for recreational purposes."
• “Improve efficiency in services; digital services, and easy-to-use websites
would help.”
• "Make the city as attractive as possible to business and tourism.”
Children and young people taking part in consultation felt that it was important to find
all possible ways to generate income should be explored before cuts to services are
considered. They want us to consider options including more charges for
businesses, asking businesses to contribute more to the public purse, introducing a
workplace parking levy, increasing charges for parking and road use, and possibly
charging students Council Tax. Encouraging tourism was also a popular choice.
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Engaging children and young people
Alongside wider consultation with the general public, a series of interactive
workshops were designed to engage younger people. These were carried out during
December 2021 by our voice and influence team.
Participants considered proposals for all budget areas, identified priorities for
spending, examined the impact of spend reductions, and considered ways to
generate additional income. They shared views on impacts of the proposals and
ideas for reducing negative consequences, as well as assessing the fairness of the
proposed budget given the scale of savings we need to make.
Participants were also given the opportunity to tell us about priorities for investment
that matter specifically to children and young people, and if anything was missing
from our medium-term plan. Coupled with their feedback on the consultation
process, this provides insight to support additional areas of development, longerterm planning and future engagement with younger people on budget matters.

Approach
Who took part
Despite our activity being limited by rising COVID-19 cases at the time of
consultation, 101 individuals took part in face-to-face workshops or online
consultation. By working with community partners, we were able to engage a diverse
sample from neighbourhoods in all four Children and Families Newcastle localities –
inner west, outer west, east and north. Ages ranged from 8-25 years.
•
•
•
•

10% were GCSE students, but the majority (59%) were 16-19, with 22% of
the sample not in further education or training.
We were also able to gather views from some of the most marginalised and
vulnerable young people in the city, including children in care (11% of our
sample), ethnic minorities (16%) and learning disabled young people (7%).
Key partners were Westgate College, Newcastle College, NE Youth,
Newcastle Futures, Inspire Youth, and Leaving Care and Voices for Choices
groups.
No individual or organisation took part in more than one consultation activity,
although some may have subsequently completed the People’s Budget
simulator online.

Our approach
We set out to create a young person friendly process, learning from colleagues who
previously led budget consultations for under 25s and drawing on insights from faceto-face and digital consultations carried out during 2021. By sense-checking design
with our takeover team (8-25year olds) and participation groups for young people in
care (Voice for Choices - 8-12s, Care Leavers Group - 16-21), we were able to
model engaging activities to stimulate thinking and a mix of verbal, written, group,
individual and voting tools to gather responses.
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We used integrated impact assesments, infographics and explainer videos to create
young people friendly workshops the mirror the People’s Budget simulator. Adopting
children’s rights principles, we translated budget information into digestible form and
enabled participants to engage regardless of communication needs.
The result was a programme of eight interactive workshops, delivered between 6
and 21 December, each lasting between 30 minutes to one hour depending on
setting; three were delivered online and five in person, under approved risk
assessments.
Workshops used a mix of mediums to explain what our budget it is, how it works,
overview the 12 budget areas within the Peoples Budget, set a £12-15 million
savings challenge, summarise current savings proposals, identify young people’s
priorities for savings and income generation, explore consequences, and discuss
fairness. We also created space for children and young people to express their
investment priorities for the city and tell us if they felt current budget proposals
missed anything important for their age group or neighbourhood.

What children and young people told us
Workshop participants focused on the overall budget picture, balancing budget areas
against each other to try and meet the savings challenge instead of narrowing down
to one area in detail. Nevertheless, all workshops addressed the same questions:
a. What consequences or impact do you think there could be because of
these proposals?
b. What could be done to reduce negative consequences or impacts?
c. Where would you adjust proposals to reduce spend?
d. How fair do you think this proposal is given the scale of savings we need
to make?
e. What other ways could we make savings or generate income?
f. What are your priorities for investment in Newcastle?
g. Are there any things our proposals have missed for people your age or the
area you live?
Whilst age range and diversity of participants was broad, analysis of responses show
common themes in response from across the sample. Most workshops chose to
spend more time on questions c, e, f, and g, providing good evidence of a shared
collective youth view about priorities for spending, income generation ideas, and
other areas for investment.
We have therefore grouped all responses into a single set of aggregate findings that
capture key messages from children and young people in response to the mediumterm financial plan.
Priority areas for budget spend

Children and young people expressed a desire to preserve spend in all budget areas
to the level in the proposals, increasing it, if possible, in adult and children’s social
care. 50% identified adult and children’s social care as priorities for any future
spending.

19

Discussions suggested they would prefer not to see reductions to funding levels as
they stand now, however they clearly didn’t want to see any further reductions
beyond our current levels – they would like to see any new income raised spent on
these “really important” services. They also wanted staffing costs to be prioritised, so
that colleagues would have “more time to listen to kids…then we would not be bored
and would be properly heard.”
Early years and education were the next priority, then neighbourhood provision,
especially where this might be investment in parks, recreation and safe spaces for
young people to “hang out” – “more safe spaces would be less anti-social
behaviour”.
In using the People’s Budget simulator, children and young people were willing to
consider reducing spend in areas such as enabling business support, enforcement
and regulation, planning, development, and refuse and waste. They broadly saw
these as less important than services specifically designed for vulnerable people.
Other ways to make savings or generate income
In general, children and young people felt that fresh sources of income should be
considered before further spend reductions. Charges to business, or monies raised
from use and sale of property/assets were considered the main areas of income
generation. Children and young people clearly felt corporate entities and assets
should be “sweated” ahead of “cuts to things people need”. Workshop participants
wanted to see these income areas explored in more detail. One suggestion was that
companies could be expected to provide parking – or a contribution towards the cost
of it - for employees as part of licensing agreements for operating in the city.
The next priority for income generation was an increase in parking and road charges,
which was not universally popular unless the potential impact on individuals on low
incomes is mitigated. Social care was considered a last resort for income generation.
One workshop with learning disabled participants suggested charging students
Council Tax, recognising the high number of students living in the city.
Westgate College students proposed a focus on Newcastle as a popular city for
tourists after the pandemic, suggesting we explore ways to generate income from
visitors directly through charges, services and goods. There was a view that this
would also increase planning, business rates and charges income from the
hospitality sector.
Other proposals suggested asking businesses in the city to contribute more to the
public purse. Care leavers proposed approaching Newcastle United Football Club for
investment of revenue profits or some of the new owner’s private wealth, in social
care services. Newcastle College students proposed mandating employers to create
more apprenticeship schemes. Some young people felt that asking business to pay
more for the care of its ageing customer base and offering 18-25-year-olds paid work
might remove financial burdens on the council in a general sense.
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Fairness
Where possible, and where participants were willing, they debated and agreed a
group score out of ten for fairness of the proposals – ten being most fair and zero
being least fair.
Students at Westgate College (three of the workshops) rated the overall fairness of
all budget proposals five out of ten because “it’s not fair but there is no choice”.
However, they rated the potential of raising money through additional charges to
businesses eight out of ten, sales of property and assets seven out of ten and
parking charge increases six out of ten – provided increases were at times business
owners and employed people were in the city, not when poorer families were likely to
be visiting.
Potential charges for social care were rated as a zero out of ten. This feeling was
repeated across all bar one of the workshops. Even groups that did not want to score
for fairness conveyed a general view that, whilst the situation was a difficult one, they
would prefer no reductions in budgets and did not want people charged for social
care.
Care leavers were the most generous in their support for our situation, rating the
proposals for all budget areas seven and a half out of ten for fairness. This group
included young people who are familiar with our decision-making processes and
budget setting, having attended senior management meetings and engaged directly
with senior managers in the past. They have also regularly attended the Corporate
Parenting Advisory Committee, meeting elected members. This informed knowledge
very likely assisted them appreciating the choices we are faced with.
By contrast, the Voices for Choices group (children in care aged 8-12) felt that the
proposals were generally “unfair” because people in the city “don’t have a lot of
money” and any spend reductions or charge increases would affect them negatively.
However, in keeping with all groups, they accepted that budget reductions were
inevitable.
Possible impacts
Given the prioritisation of adult and children’s social care budgets by our sample, the
possibility of vulnerable people having to pay for support services was perceived as
highly negative. Some children and young people were concerned that those with
lower incomes “might run out of money.” Heightened awareness of poverty and
vulnerability may reflect the constituencies of young people in our sample. However,
it was not just young people in care, or with a learning disability, who objected to
charges for social care services.
An NE Youth workshop in the outer west argued that care for older people needed
increased investment, so it can be “much better.” There was a feeling among the
majority of those taking part in workshops that children’s services – and community
offers for young people – needed greater investment in safe physical spaces and
staffing so that “kids will not be bored and can be properly heard.” Conversely, a
common view was that reductions to direct services for younger people and lack of
investment in community spaces, leisure centres and parks would lead to poorer
physical and emotional health and worsening anti-social behaviour.
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The majority of participants wanted reassurance that local sport, wellbeing, learning
and youth offers would be prioritised. Other than Care Leavers and Voices for
Choices groups, young people were not confident this would be the case given the
scale of savings required, with some in community settings asking: “What’s the point
in saying all this?”
Another concern related to disabled and older people was decreased accessibility. It
was suggested in several workshops that we invest more in physical access to local
amenities, shops, and community sites. This could be a spend-to-save intervention,
improving wellbeing through community engagement. Students at Newcastle College
also proposed free access to leisure services, localised support for people with
addiction, washing and food spaces for homeless people and readily available
mental health support. Westgate College students suggested there should be more
“social clubs” for adults with learning disabilities.
Even without spend-to-save measures, almost all participants in workshops, felt
charging users for social care services should be excluded from budget proposals
A separate concern, expressed in half of the workshops, related to potential
increases in road, parking and business charges. Participants thought parking
charges might encourage greener environmental practices such as use of carbon
neutral public transport or healthier modes of travel such as walking and cycling. At
the same time, they felt there was a balance to be struck, so that the city doesn’t
become more expensive to visit, work in or run a business from. If it does “people
may stop working in the city because they can’t afford it.”
Some suggestions to offset this were levying larger successful businesses for a
small percentage of their profits to invest in making public transport more affordable
and providing free high-speed internet throughout the city centre.
Priorities for investment
We presented young people in the workshops with a shortlist of investment areas
already proposed by over 400 of their peers through previous and ongoing
engagement with children and young people.
Each workshop then refined the shortlist, identifying areas of service delivery and
local offer they would like to see prioritised in the future. By aggregating these
refined lists, we have been able to produce a set of children and young people’s
investment themes, supported by a consensus of opinions from over 500 young
people.
Participants in workshops were fully aware these investment themes would not
directly impact budget proposals. However, they were keen to express their broader
ambitions for services and offers that might positively impact outcomes for children
and young people in Newcastle so that we, as the council, could understand what
matters most to under 25s when making budget decisions.
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They identified nine themes that may be useful to us in the future:

There are three standout priorities:
• Direct support for child and adolescent mental health
• Safe spaces for children to play and teenagers to “hang out” in communities
• Cheaper public travel around the city for under 25s
This evidence of what matters to under 25s in Newcastle is useful in supporting
development of the No Child Left Behind mission, which has already begun to
consider initiatives that might address these themes.
Equally useful for this purpose is an overview of the issues children and young
people think may not be addressed by current budget proposals:
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