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EǆeĐutiǀe SuŵŵaƌǇ 

Cambridgeshire County Council commissioned M·E·L Research to undertake a public survey to better 

understand residents views on council priorities and a proposed increase to council tax. In total 1,327 

residents participated in a face-to face interview during the month of September 2016. 

AǁaƌeŶess aŶd Pƌioƌities 

 44% were aware of the financial challenges facing the County Council 

 72% of respondents under 35 were unaware of the financial challenges 

 53% were worried about the financial challenges facing the Council  

 Respondents over 35 were more likely (58%) to be worried than young people (18-34) (38%) 

 All outcome priority areas for the council were rated highly, in order of importance (out of 10): 

 8.84—Children reaching their full potential  

 8.55—People with disabilities live well independently 

 8.37—People at risk of harm are kept safe 

 8.20—The road network is safely maintained 

 8.06—Older people live independently 

 7.86—The Cambridgeshire economy prospers to the benefit of all residents 

 7.86—People live in strong, supportive communities 

 7.75—People lead a healthy lifestyle and stay healthy longer 

Valued SeƌǀiĐes 

 33% of respondents use libraries regularly, this was the most popular service used from those listed 

 47% did not use any of the services listed 

 56% ͚particularlǇ ǀalued͛ a CouŶtǇ CouŶĐil serǀiĐe. 

 49% who valued a service,  said they valued recycling and/or waste services (unprompted) 

 27% who valued a service, said they valued roads (unprompted) 

PoteŶtial ChaŶges to CouŶĐil Taǆ 

 Respondents chose from 4 options 

 34% support no change in council tax (Option 1) 

 25% support a 2% increase for the Adult Social Care Precept (ASCP) (Option 2) 

 18% support a 1.99% general increase (Option 3) 

 23% support a 3.99 increase (includes 2% ASCP and 1.99% general increase) (Option 4) 

 Those who were aware of the financial challenges facing the Council were more likely (72%) to 

support an increase in council tax than those who were not aware (61%) 

 Respondents who use ĐouŶĐil͛s services were more likely to support an increase in council tax (69%) 

than non-service users (62%) 

 Working age respondents and those who live in more affluent areas (using ACORN profile, see 

Appendix C for details) tend to support Option 4 more than other groups 
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IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ 

BaĐkgƌouŶd 

Cambridgeshire County Council, like all councils, faces the major challenge of shrinking budgets along with 

rising costs and increased demand on services.  This means that the Council has to do a lot more with less 

money. To better understand residents views oŶ leǀels of ĐouŶĐil taǆ aŶd to iŶforŵ the CouŶĐil͛s 

transformation plans, Cambridgeshire County Council commissioned M·E·L Research to undertake a public 

survey on their behalf.   The main aim of this research was to understand residents informed preference for 

their council tax; pro or against an increase.  Residents were provided with context around and reasons for 

a potential increase and asked to choose between four options that best aligned with their preference.  

Methods 

DesigŶ aŶd SaŵpliŶg 

A 10-minute, face to face (doorstep) survey was administered by trained interviewers via a computer-

assisted personal interview (tablet computer) to a broad cross-section of residents during the month of 

September 2016. In total, 1,327 residents responded to the survey. A full respondent profile is available in 

Appendix A. A copy of the paper survey is located in Appendix B. 

A sample of starting addresses was drawn randomly from the Postal Address File and was stratified by ward.  

From each starting postcode, interviewers aimed to achieve approximately 6 interviews.  This varies slightly 

(between 3 and 8 interviews) to align with the population of the ward and most wards had more than one 

starting postcode. In addition to achieving the desired number of interviews by ward, quotas were set for 

age, gender, ethnicity, and working status.  Interviewers were sent to urban and rural areas to reflect the 

same split as the county.  

AŶalǇsis 

The adult population (18+) of Cambridgeshire is nearly 500,000; a sample size of 1,327 yields a 95% 

confidence interval of 2.7 for a response of 50%.  This means that when a result is 50%, we can be 95% 

confident that the true result lies between 47.3% and 52.7%.  Data were analysed using SNAP Professional 

v11 and IBM SPSS V24. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for all of the main questions. Cross-

tabulations were calculated by key variables including district, age, ethnicity, gender, working status and if 

there were children in the household to represent the demography of the county. Average scores were 

computed for survey items with a 0 to 10 scale (Question 4). 
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A powerful segmentation tool from CACI called ACORN has been utilised in the analysis and is referenced 

throughout this report.  A detailed explanation of ACORN can be found in Appendix C.  

Differences in proportions were compared using z-tests and statistically significant results (at the 5% level) 

are indicated in the text.  Where average scores were computed, differences across subgroups were tested 

for significance using unpaired t-tests and F-tests (ANOVA), where appropriate. Statistical significance 

means that a result is unlikely due to chance (i.e.  It is a real difference in the population).   

‘epoƌtiŶg 

Owing to the rounding of numbers, percentages displayed visually on graphs in the report may not always 

add up to 100% and may differ slightly when compared with the text. The figures provided in the text should 

always be used. For some questions, respondents could give more than one response (multi choice). For 

these questions, the percentage for each response is calculated as a percentage of the total number of 

respondents and therefore percentages do not add up to 100%.  

The main body of this report presents the key findings including subgroup analysis of the key sections of the 

survey.  The results do not appear in the order of the questionnaire. 
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‘esults 

AǁaƌeŶess aŶd Pƌioƌities
Cambridgeshire County Council sought to gather insight into the level of awareness about the financial 

challenges the County faces (i.e. the need to save £23 million in the next year and £86 million in the next 5 

years).  More than half (56%) of respondents said they were unaware of the financial challenges facing the 

Council (Figure 1).  

Young people (35 and under) were the least aware (72% unaware) compared to those aged 35-44 (58% 

unaware) and people over 45 (46% unaware).  Respondents from the Affluent Achievers ACORN group were 

the most aware (54%) compared to all the other groups (42%).  

 

Figuƌe ϭ: AǁaƌeŶess of fiŶaŶĐial ĐhalleŶges of the CouŶĐil  

Percentage of respondents – base size 1312  

 

The Council also wanted to understand how respondents felt about the financial challenges and just over 

half (53%) said that they were worried (Figure 2).  Respondents over 35 were more likely to be worried 

(58%) than younger people (38%).  Women were also more likely (56%) to be worried than men (49%).   

Worrying and awareness tended to overlap. Nearly seven in ten (68%) respondents who were aware of the 

challenges prior to the interview were also worried, compared to just four in ten (40%) who were unaware 

and also worried.   

 

14%

30%

24%

32%

Very aware

Somewhat aware

Not very aware

Not at all aware

44% ͚aǁaƌe͛ 
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Figuƌe Ϯ: FeeliŶgs aďout ĐoŶtiŶuiŶg fiŶaŶĐial ĐhalleŶges of CouŶĐil  

Percentage of respondents – base size 1210 

 

Valued SeƌǀiĐes 

The Council aims to achieve specific outcomes that ensure the wellbeing and safety of their residents; these 

outcomes overlap with key service areas.  Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of each from 

0 to 10, where 10 is very important. Average scores were calculated for each outcome and are shown in 

order of importance (Figure 3). Generally, respondents rated each area as high in importance with scores 

ranging from 7.75 to 8.84.   Helping children to reach their full potential was rated as the most important 

with an average score of 8.84 out of 10. 

Figuƌe ϯ:  Aǀeƌage SĐoƌe foƌ iŵpoƌtaŶĐe    

Percentage of respondents – base size 1294 
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People live in strong, supportive communities

The Caŵďridgeshire eĐoŶoŵǇ prospers to the…

Older people live independently

The road network is safely maintained

People at risk of harm are kept safe

People with disabilities live well independently

Children are helped to reach their full potential

ϱϯ% ͚ǁoƌƌied͛ 
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A subgroup analysis was undertaken to better understand how different groups place importance on each 

of these key areas (Appendix D).  Aǀerage sĐores ǁere highest for ͚ChildreŶ are helped to reaĐh their full 

poteŶtial͛ for all groups eǆĐept older people, whose highest sĐore ǁas for ͚ Older people liǀe iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ͛.  

͚People ǁith disaďilities liǀe ǁell iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ͛ received the second highest average score across all 

subgroups. 

͚People lead a healthǇ lifestǇle aŶd staǇ healthǇ loŶger͛ received the lowest average score (eighth place 

ranking) for all groups, except for older people (65+) and the Rising Prosperity ACORN group where average 

scores were ranked sixth.  

EǆpeƌieŶĐe of CouŶtǇ CouŶĐil SeƌǀiĐes 

Respondents were given a specific list of County Council services and asked which (if any) they use regularly. 

It should be noted that general County Council work carried out on behalf of the whole community such as 

road maintenance was not included in the list.  The most popular services from the list were libraries (33%) 

followed by subsidised transport (17%) (Figure 4Ϳ.  Just uŶder half ;ϰ7%Ϳ of respoŶdeŶts said that theǇ doŶ͛t 

use any of the services regularly.   

Figuƌe ϰ: CouŶĐil seƌǀiĐes used ƌegulaƌlǇ ;ŵultiple ƌespoŶseͿ 

Percentage of respondents – base size 1327 
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Respondents were asked to keep in mind that in addition to services listed above, the Council also maintains 

the CouŶtǇ͛s roads aŶd ĐǇĐle-ǁaǇs, ŵaŶages the disposal of ǁaste aŶd deǀelops the CouŶtǇ͛s eĐoŶoŵǇ. 

They were then asked if there was any part of the County Council͛s Services that they particularly valued 

and more than half (56%) said yes (Figure 5).  The most popular services that respondents valued, and by a 

large margin, were waste and recycling services (49%); roads were also valued by over one quarter (27%) of 

respondents (Figure 6).  Oǀer oŶe iŶ teŶ ;ϭϯ%Ϳ said that theǇ ǀalued ͚all serǀiĐes͛. 

Figuƌe ϱ: Valued seƌǀiĐes     

Percentage of respondents – base size 1193 

 

 

Figuƌe ϲ:  Paƌt of the CouŶtǇ CouŶĐil that seƌǀiĐes that aƌe paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ǀalued ;opeŶ eŶded, ŵultiple ƌespoŶseͿ 

Percentage of respondents – base size 669 
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PoteŶtial ChaŶges to CouŶĐil Taǆ  
Respondents were told about four options for a change in council tax in Cambridgeshire, including an option 

for no change to the current council tax rates (Option 1).  Respondents were also given a card so they could 

read the information for themselves (Table 1).  This included an option (Option 2) for an increase that is 

already included in the CouŶĐil͛s ĐurreŶt ďusiŶess plaŶ that would increase council tax by 2%, called the 

Adult Social Care Precept (ASCP).  The ASCP is an amount the Council is allowed to increase council tax by 

specifically to pay for care for adults, particularly the elderly. 

It was also explained to respondents that any increase applies only to the CouŶtǇ CouŶĐil͛s part of CouŶĐil 

tax (i.e. other parts of council tax also go to pay for police, fire, parish and district council services). 

 

Taďle ϭ:  CouŶĐil Taǆ OptioŶs ǁith desĐƌiptioŶs ;takeŶ fƌoŵ suƌǀeǇ ShoǁĐaƌd pƌoǀided to ƌesideŶtͿ 

OptioŶ ϭ 

Not increasing council tax.  

This would mean not raising the Adult Social Care Precept of 2%. 

An average band D property would not have to pay the 45p per week currently planned (£23.34 a 

year) but the County Council would have to find an additional £5.13 million of savings from Adult 

Social Care in order to balance the budget. 

OptioŶ Ϯ 

Only raising the Adult Social Care Precept of 2%.   

An average band D property would pay an extra 45p per week (£23.34 a year) and the resulting 

£5.13 million already included in our plans would just be spent on Adult Social Care. 

OptioŶ ϯ 

Only having a general increase in council tax of 1.99% instead of the Adult Social Care Precept. 

An average band D property would pay an extra 45p per week (£23.22 a year). 

The County Council would have to find at least an extra £200,000 from Adult Social Care in savings 

to balance our budget, however it means the £5.11m raised can be spent on all services rather 

than only ring fenced and currently planned to Adult Social Care. 

OptioŶ ϰ 

Raising both the Adult Social Care Precept and having a general increase council tax. A total 

increase of 3.99% 

An average band D property would pay an extra 90p per week (£46.56 a year). 

This would mean that the £5.13 million currently planned would be spent on Adult Social Care and 

a further £5.11 million would be available to be spent on other services. 

 
 

The majority of respondents (66%) were in favour of an increase of some sort and Option 2 was supported 

by slightly more residents (25%) than Option 4 (23%) (Figure 7).  Option 3, a general increase of 1.99% had 

the least support (18%).   

The remainder of respondents (34%) were in support of no increase (Option 1) in Council Tax.  Although 

most respondents (98%) provided a response, a small number (33 respondents) said that they would need 

more information to make a decision.   
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Figuƌe ϳ:  PƌefeƌeŶĐe of CouŶĐil Taǆ iŶĐƌease     

Percentage of respondents – base size 1294 

 

The majority of respondents across all districts were in support of an increase in council tax, with the 

exception of East Cambridgeshire where only half (51%) supported an increase to tax (Figure 8). East 

Cambridgeshire had the highest proportion of respondents (61%) in the Comfortable Communities ACORN 

group, which may have contributed to this result.     

 Option 1 was the most frequently selected option in all districts, except Cambridge City (29%), where 

slightly more respondents preferred Option 2 (33%).    The profile for Cambridge City respondents was 

younger than in any other district which likely contributed to this result.  Out of all districts, Huntingdonshire 

favoured Option 4 the most. 

Figuƌe ϴ:  OptioŶ PƌefeƌeŶĐe of CouŶĐil Taǆ iŶĐƌease ďǇ DistƌiĐt  ;%Ϳ 

Percentage of respondents – base size indicated in graph 

 

23%

18%

25%

34%

Option 4

Option 3

Option 2

Option 1

66% support an

increase

29

49

37

31
3333

19
22 24

26

18
13

18 19 19
21 19

22

27

22

Cambridge City

(280)

East

Cambridgeshire

(167)

Fenland (198) Huntingdonshire

(352)

South

Cambridgeshire

(297)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4



                     

   
 

                                                     MeasureŵeŶt  EǀaluatioŶ LearŶiŶg: UsiŶg eǀideŶĐe to shape ďetter serǀiĐes                     Page 13 
 

A full subgroup analysis was undertaken to better understand the preferences of different groups.  Group 

differences that were statistically significant are shown in Table 2.   

Working aged people (35-64) were more likely (27%) to select Option 4 than younger or older people (both 

19%).  More residents in the Affluent Achiever ACORN group preferred Option 4 (30%) to Option 1 (27%), 

although this difference is not significant.  Differences in the lower three ACORN groups were significant, 

with respondents preferring Option 1 over Options 2-4.  The majority of non-white respondents (59%) 

prefer Option 1 and less than one in ten (7%) preferred Option 4.   

Taďle Ϯ: OptioŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐe ďǇ deŵogƌaphiĐs ;gƌoup diffeƌeŶĐes that aƌe statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶtͿ 

Sub-group (N) 

Supports 

No Increase 

(Option 1) 

Supports 

Increase 

(Options 2-4) 

Option 

2 

Option 

3 

Option 

4 

Age      

18-34 (375) 37% 64% 23% 22% 19% 

35-64 (640) 32% 68% 25% 16% 27% 

65+ (260) 37% 63% 29% 16% 19% 

ACORN      

Affluent Achiever (304) 26% 74% 27% 17% 30% 

Rising Prosperity (179) 34% 66% 28% 18% 20% 

Comfortable Communities (440) 36% 64% 23% 18% 23% 

Financially Stretched (210) 36% 64% 23% 20% 21% 

Urban Adversity (139) 42% 58% 30% 14% 14% 

Ethnicity      

White (1198) 32% 68% 26% 19% 24% 

All other groups (85) 59% 41% 25% 9% 7% 

 

Differences in gender, caring responsibilities, tax reduction status, working status, and whether or not 

children live in the home were not significant (Table 3).  A higher proportion (73%) of respondents with 

caring responsibilities supported an increase in council tax than non-carers (65%) although this is not 

significant likely due to the small base size. Respondents who receive a reduction in their council tax were 

slightly more likely (38%) to support no increase than those who pay full price (32%), but the difference is 

not statistically significant. 
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Taďle ϯ: OptioŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐe ďǇ deŵogƌaphiĐs ;gƌoup diffeƌeŶĐes that aƌe Ŷot statistiĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶtͿ 

Sub-group (N) 

Supports 

No Increase 

(Option 1) 

Supports 

Increase 

(Options 2-4) 

Option 

2 

Option 

3 

Option 

4 

Gender      

Female (647) 33% 67% 26% 19% 22% 

Male (646) 35% 65% 25% 16% 23% 

Working Status      

Working (777) 33% 67% 24% 19% 24% 

Retired (303) 36% 64% 29% 14% 21% 

Not working (214) 36% 64% 26% 18% 20% 

Caring responsibilities      

Carer (123) 27% 73% 29% 19% 25% 

Non-carer (1169) 35% 65% 25% 18% 22% 

Children in household      

Children (448) 35% 65% 23% 21% 21% 

No children (846) 34% 66% 27% 16% 24% 

Tax Reduction Recipient      

Receive tax reduction (274) 38% 62% 26% 16% 19% 

No  tax reduction (882) 32% 68% 25% 19% 24% 

 

Respondents who were aware of the financial challenges facing the County Council were more likely (72%) 

to support an increase in council tax compared to those who were unaware (61%) (Figure 9). Respondents 

who said they were aware, were split between Option 1 (28%) and Option 4 (29%); compared to 39% and 

18%, respectively for those who were not aware of the financial challenges before they participated in the 

interview.   

Results were similar for those who were worried about the financial challenges (Figure 9).  Respondents 

who were worried about the challenges were more likely (72%) to support an increase in council tax than 

those who were not worried (62%). 
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Figuƌe ϵ:  OptioŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐe ďǇ aǁaƌeŶess aŶd ǁoƌƌǇ of fiŶaŶĐial ĐhalleŶge  

Percentage of respondents – base size indicated in graph 

 

 

Respondents who regularly use council services were more likely (69%) to support an increase in tax than 

regular service users (62%).   

Figuƌe ϭϬ:  OptioŶ pƌefeƌeŶĐe ďǇ use of ĐouŶĐil seƌǀiĐes  

Percentage of respondents – base size indicated in graph 

 

All respondents were asked if they would increase Council Tax by more than 3.99% if there were no 

restrictions on the size of the increase and approximately one in twenty (6%) said they would (Figure 11).  

We also examined this for those who selected Option 4 in the previous question and 24% said they would 

increase tax by more than 3.99%.   
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Figuƌe ϭϭ: IŶĐƌeasiŶg CouŶĐil Taǆ ďǇ ŵoƌe thaŶ ϯ.ϵϵ%   

Percentage of respondents – base size 1327 

 

Where a respondent was in favour of an increase of more than 3.99%, they were asked what percentage 

they would raise tax by and responses (71 in total) ranged from 4% to 10%, with 5% (46 responses) the most 

common response.  

‘easoŶs foƌ ĐhoosiŶg eaĐh optioŶ 

After selecting their preferred option, residents were asked their reasons. There were a few common 

themes throughout and these are shown in Table 4. The majority of respondents (82%) who gave a reason 

for selecting Option 1, said that tax is too high already or they could not afford any increase. It is important 

to note that not everyone gave a reason and 40% of all those who selected Option 1 did not indicate their 

reason. For Options 2-4, respondents tended to comment on what was more important to them—either 

money spent on adult social care or money spent on all services.  Illustrative quotes are shown in Table 5. 

Taďle ϰ: Most populaƌ ƌeasoŶs giǀeŶ foƌ ĐhoosiŶg eaĐh OptioŶ  

 

OptioŶ ϭ 
Tax is too high already / 

cannot afford increase  

(217 comments) 

Council should find 

efficiencies instead 

(32 comments) 

 

OptioŶ Ϯ 

Adult social care is 

important / 

needs money 

(203 comments) 

2% not too much / 

can afford the increase 

(25 comments) 

 

OptioŶ ϯ 
Money used on 

all services 

(106 comments) 

1.99% not too much / 

can afford the increase 

(25 comments) 

Seems the most fair 

(21 comments) 

OptioŶ ϰ 
Money used on 

all services 

(167 comments) 

3.99% not too much / 

can afford the increase 

(58 comments) 

Adult social care is 

important 

(15 comments) 

 

6%

85%

9%

Yes No Don't know
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Taďle ϱ: Illustƌatiǀe Ƌuotes foƌ ĐhoosiŶg eaĐh optioŶ  

 

OptioŶ ϭ 

 ͞The ĐouŶĐil taǆ is already expensive for families trying to balance their 

finances which are already a struggle for most. We find it difficult meeting all 

our ďills eǀerǇ ŵoŶth.͟   

͞I doŶ’t want to pay anything extra, already we are paying too much. They 

should spend more wisely and planning." 

OptioŶ Ϯ 

͞BeĐause I kŶoǁ the social care for adults have cut down drastically and its 

extra pressure on hospital and GPs. I think they really need help.͟ 

OptioŶ ϯ 

͞Help for the adult soĐial Đare is ǀerǇ iŵportaŶt ďut providing for all services is 

better.͟ 

OptioŶ ϰ 

͞We could afford it. We need to increase levels of care and can only do this 

ǁith ŵore ŵoŶeǇ͟ 

͞The fuŶds ǁould go to help adult social care significantly but will also benefit 

other services too͟ 
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CoŶĐlusioŶs  
 

This research engaged with over 1,300 residents in Cambridgeshire to seek their views on priorities for the 

County Council and informed preference for a potential change in council tax.  Before directly asking what 

residents thought, we explained the Councils current situation so that everyone was making a decision with 

a general level of knowledge about the current financial challenges.  We learned that less than half (44%) of 

residents were already aware of the financial challenges and more than half (53%) were worried about 

them.  Many of the comments provided indicate that residents appreciate the need for the Council to look 

after residents and perhaps a potential reduction in services for either themselves or their families was 

worrisome.   

Residents were also asked to rate the importance of eight key outcomes that the Council aims to achieve 

and helpiŶg ͚ĐhildreŶ to reaĐh their full poteŶtial͛ ǁas rated the most important followed closely by helping 

͚people ǁith disaďilities liǀe ǁell iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ͛. All outĐoŵes ǁere rated highlǇ iŶ geŶeral, ďut the top tǁo 

reflect that protecting vulnerable people, including children, as the highest priority.  Children͛s social care, 

ĐhildreŶ͛s ĐeŶtres  and schools were mentioned relatively fewer times in the comments section compared 

to adult social care, but this may reflect the attention on adult social care (e.g. adult social care precept) and 

the puďliĐ͛s iŶĐreased kŶoǁledge of the pressures oŶ the Council and NHS because of an aging population.  

Residents were asked directly what, if any, services that the Council provides that they particularly value 

and recycling and waste was listed by nearly half (49%) of those that said that they value services.  This was 

an open text box, although examples were given and likely prompted residents to think of these areas first.   

In addition to giving their views on County Council services, residents were provided with four options for a 

potential change to their council tax rate and asked to select their preferred option.  Residents were 

provided with some context and implications to help make an informed decision.  They were also provided 

ǁith aŶ eǆaŵple of ǁhat aŶ iŶĐrease ǁould ďe for the ͚aǀerage BaŶd D͛ propertǇ ;e.g. 2% would be 45p per 

week); they were not provided with the exact figures for their own property band or other property bands.      

 Two thirds (66%) of residents were in favour of an increase (Options 2-4), but the amount they were 

comfortable with and where they wanted it spent varied.  Slightly more residents were in favour of raising 

tax by 2% for the adult social care precept (ASCP) (Option 2). A similar portion of residents (23%) were in 

support of a 3.99% increase that includes the ASCP and a 1.99% general increase.  The comments reflect 

that many residents considered both their personal circumstances (e.g. what they can afford) and the 

importance of services for the community.   
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Residents in favour of Option 4 tended to be from more affluent areas, perhaps reflecting that a greater 

percentage increase would be more welcome and affordable for people who live in more expensive areas. 

One third (34%) of residents were in support of no increase to their council tax (Option 1) and the majority 

of the comments given were financial in nature—either they were paying too much already or that they 

could not afford any increase.   Residents who were in support of no increase tended to be from less affluent 

backgrounds; 42% of residents in the Urban Adversity ACORN group (who tend to be from the most 

deprived and poorest backgrounds) were in support of no increase.   

Any increase to council tax should consider those in the most deprived areas to ensure the increase is 

affordable.  As mentioned earlier, residents were given an example of a Band D property and it is possible 

that they considered the implication of a 45p or 90p weekly increase, instead of a smaller amount that 

would correspond to a lower band.  This research does not directly assess the financial implications on 

residents.  However, comments from a small portion of residents who selected Option 1 suggested an 

increase would be unaffordable.   
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AppeŶdiǆ A:  ‘espoŶdeŶt Pƌofile  

AppeŶdiǆ B:  QuestioŶŶaiƌe  

AppeŶdiǆ C:  Aďout CACI ACO‘N  

AppeŶdiǆ D: Suďgƌoup aŶalǇsis foƌ PƌioƌitǇ Aƌeas ;QuestioŶ ϰͿ 
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AppeŶdiǆ A: ‘espoŶdeŶt Pƌofile 

 

Sub-group  No. %  

Age   

18-24 154 12 

25-34 231 17 

35-44 243 18 

45-54 233 18 

55-64 182 14 

65-84 262 20 

85+ 21 2 

Gender   

female 662 50 

male 664 50 

Ethnicity   

white British 1101 83 

other white 127 10 

all other groups 83 7 

Working Status   

employed 799 60 

retired 307 23 

student 59 4 

looking after 

home / family 
73 6 

long-term sick / 

disabled 
40 3 

something else  49 4 

   

Sub-group No. % 

Long-standing illness, disability, or infirmity 

that limits activity in any way 

yes 218 16 

no 1106 83 

Carer   

yes 123 9 

no 1201 91 

Number of people in household 

one 203 15 

two 466 35 

three 264 20 

four or more 394 30 

Children < 16 in household 

yes 462 35 

no 864 65 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever  313 24 

Rising Prosperity 183 14 

Comfortable 

Communities  
452 35 

Financially 

Stretched  
215 16 

Urban Adversity  142 11 
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AppeŶdiǆ B: QuestioŶŶaiƌe 
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AppeŶdiǆ C: Aďout CACI ACO‘N 

 
A Classification of Residential Neighbourhoods (Acorn) is a powerful segmentation tool from CACI. 
 
What is Acorn?   

Acorn is a powerful consumer classification that segments the UK population. By analysing demographic 

data, social factors, population and consumer behaviour, it provides precise information and an 

understanding of different types of people. Acorn provides valuable consumer insight helping you target, 

acquire and develop profitable customer relationships and improve service delivery. 

 

Acorn segments postcodes and neighbourhoods into 6 Categories, 18 Groups and 62 types, three of which 

are not private households (see the reference table overleaf). By analysing significant social factors and 

population behaviour, it provides precise information and in-depth understanding of the different types of 

people.  

 

What data goes into Acorn? 

Acorn takes advantage of the new data environment created by the 

Public Data Group, Open Data and similar initiatives. CACI have 

followed the lead of the ONS Beyond 2011 project to investigate 

how to replace the census with alternative sources of information. 

 

The advantage of this approach is the use of public registers and 

large private sector permissioned databases to build up 

comprehensive data for households and families across the country. Data such as house type, housing 

tenure, family structure and age, have been the core of all geodemographic segmentations. Having this 

information for nearly every household provides a base for Acorn and Household Acorn. 

 

Many of the inputs are government registers or data sets available as Open Data, through freedom of 

information, or purchased under licence. CACI has also made extensive use of data from the private sector, 

for example housing adverts placed on a number of online property portals. 

 

Where useful information is not readily available CACI have compiled the data themselves. 
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Acorn Category Acorn Group                                         AAcorn Type

1.A Lavish Lifestyles 1.A.1 Exclusive enclaves

1.A.2 Metropolitan money

1.A.3 Large house luxury

1.B Executive Wealth 1.B.4 Asset rich families

1.B.5 Wealthy countryside commuters

1.B.6 Financially comfortable families

1.B.7 Affluent professionals

1.B.8 Prosperous suburban families

1.B.9 Well-off edge of towners

1.C Mature Money 1.C.10 Better-off villagers

1.C.11 Settled suburbia, older people

1.C.12 Retired and empty nesters

1.C.13 Upmarket downsizers

2.D City Sophisticates 2.D.14 Townhouse cosmopolitans

2.D.15 Younger professionals in smaller flats

2.D.16 Metropolitan professionals

2.D.17 Socialising young renters

2.E Career Climbers 2.E.18 Career driven young families

2.E.19 First time buyers in small, modern homes

2.E.20 Mixed metropolitan areas

3.F Countryside Communities 3.F.21 Farms and cottages

3.F.22 Larger families in rural areas

3.F.23 Owner occupiers in small towns and villages

3.G Successful Suburbs 3.G.24 Comfortably-off families in modern housing

3.G.25 Larger family homes, multi-ethnic areas

3.G.26 Semi-professional families, owner occupied neighbourhoods

3.H Steady Neighbourhoods 3.H.27 Suburban semis, conventional attitudes

3.H.28 Owner occupied terraces, average income

3.H.29 Established suburbs, older families

3.I Comfortable Seniors 3.I.30 Older people, neat and tidy neighbourhoods

3.I.31 Elderly singles in purpose-built accommodation

3.J Starting Out 3.J.32 Educated families in terraces, young children

3.J.33 Smaller houses and starter homes

4.K Student Life 4.K.34 Student flats and halls of residence

4.K.35 Term-time terraces

4.K.36 Educated young people in flats and tenements

4.L Modest Means 4.L.37 Low cost flats in suburban areas

4.L.38 Semi-skilled workers in traditional neighbourhoods

4.L.39 Fading owner occupied terraces

4.L.40 High occupancy terraces, many Asian families

4.M Striving Families 4.M.41 Labouring semi-rural estates

4.M.42 Struggling young families in post-war terraces

4.M.43 Families in right-to-buy estates

4.M.44 Post-war estates, limited means

4.N Poorer Pensioners 4.N.45 Pensioners in social housing, semis and terraces

4.N.46 Elderly people in social rented flats

4.N.47 Low income older people in smaller semis

4.N.48 Pensioners and singles in social rented flats

5.O Young Hardship 5.O.49 Young families in low cost private flats

5.O.50 Struggling younger people in mixed tenure

5.O.51 Young people in small, low cost terraces

5.P Struggling Estates 5.P.52 Poorer families, many children, terraced housing

5.P.53 Low income terraces

5.P.54 Multi-ethnic, purpose-built estates

5.P.55 Deprived and ethnically diverse in flats

5.P.56 Low income large families in social rented semis

5.Q Difficult Circumstances 5.Q.57 Social rented flats, families and single parents

5.Q.58 Singles and young families, some receiving benefits

5.Q.59 Deprived areas and high-rise flats

1 Affluent Achievers

2 Rising Prosperity

3 Comfortable 

Communities

4 Financially 

Stretched

5 Urban Adversity
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AppeŶdiǆ D: Suďgƌoup aŶalǇsis foƌ pƌioƌitǇ aƌeas  
 

‘esults foƌ ͚Oldeƌ People Liǀe IŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (379) 7.38 7 

35-64 (648) 7.98 5 

65+ (281) 9.14 1 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (308) 8.17 5 

Rising Prosperity (180) 7.50 5 

Comfortable Communities (449) 8.15 5 

Financially Stretched (210) 8.37 4 

Urban Adversity (140) 7.92 5 

Gender   

Female (654) 8.26 5 

Male (654) 7.85 5 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.75 3 

Non-carer (1183) 7.99 5 

Children in household   

Children (454) 7.72 7 

No children (854) 8.23 4 
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‘esults foƌ ͚People ǁith disaďilities liǀe ǁell iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ͛ 
 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (381) 8.23 2 

35-64 (649) 8.56 2 

65+ (282) 8.98 2 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (312) 8.60 2 

Rising Prosperity (179) 8.13 2 

Comfortable Communities (450) 8.55 2 

Financially Stretched (211) 8.87 2 

Urban Adversity (140) 8.54 2 

Gender   

Female (657) 8.72 2 

Male (655) 8.38 2 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.88 2 

Non-carer (1187) 8.52 2 

Children in household   

Children (455) 8.39 2 

No children (857) 8.64 2 
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‘esults foƌ ͚People liǀe iŶ stƌoŶg suppoƌtiǀe ĐoŵŵuŶities͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (381) 7.68 5 

35-64 (650) 7.91 7 

65+ (281) 7.98 8 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (312) 7.90 7 

Rising Prosperity (179) 7.40 8 

Comfortable Communities (448) 7.90 6 

Financially Stretched (213) 8.14 6 

Urban Adversity (139) 7.79 6 

Gender   

Female (658) 8.05 6 

Male (654) 7.66 7 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.24 6 

Non-carer (1187) 7.82 7 

Children in household   

Children (456) 7.89 5 

No children (856) 7.84 7 
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‘esults foƌ ͚The ƌoad Ŷetǁoƌk is safelǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶed͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (381) 7.89 4 

35-64 (653) 8.26 4 

65+ (281) 8.48 5 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (313) 8.33 4 

Rising Prosperity (179) 7.79 4 

Comfortable Communities (451) 8.23 4 

Financially Stretched (214) 8.36 5 

Urban Adversity (138) 8.07 4 

Gender   

Female (657) 8.31 4 

Male (658) 8.09 4 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.64 4 

Non-carer (1190) 8.15 4 

Children in household   

Children (457) 8.19 4 

No children (858) 8.19 5 
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‘esults foƌ ͚ChildƌeŶ aƌe helped to ƌeaĐh theiƌ full poteŶtial͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

   

18-34 (381) 8.71 1 

35-64 (649) 8.89 1 

65+ (277) 8.91 3 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (310) 8.86 1 

Rising Prosperity (178) 8.55 1 

Comfortable Communities (449) 8.81 1 

Financially Stretched (212) 9.08 1 

Urban Adversity (139) 8.88 1 

Gender   

Female (654) 8.99 1 

Male (653) 8.70 1 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 9.02 1 

Non-carer (1182) 8.83 1 

Children in household   

Children (456) 9.06 1 

No children (851) 8.72 1 

 
  



                     

   
 

                                                     MeasureŵeŶt  EǀaluatioŶ LearŶiŶg: UsiŶg eǀideŶĐe to shape ďetter serǀiĐes                     Page 35 
 

‘esults foƌ ͚People at ƌisk of haƌŵ aƌe kept safe͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (382) 8.13 3 

35-64 (650) 8.36 3 

65+ (281) 8.74 4 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (311) 8.43 3 

Rising Prosperity (179) 7.84 3 

Comfortable Communities (449) 8.43 3 

Financially Stretched (212) 8.80 3 

Urban Adversity (141) 8.21 3 

Gender   

Female (656) 8.59 3 

Male (657) 8.16 3 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.59 5 

Non-carer (1188) 8.36 3 

Children in household   

Children (456) 8.29 3 

No children (857) 8.42 3 
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‘esults foƌ ͚The Caŵďƌidgeshiƌe eĐoŶoŵǇ pƌospeƌs to the ďeŶefit of all ƌesideŶts͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (378) 7.45 6 

35-64 (649) 7.94 6 

65+ (280) 8.25 7 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (310) 7.99 6 

Rising Prosperity (179) 7.46 7 

Comfortable Communities (448) 7.86 7 

Financially Stretched (212) 8.12 7 

Urban Adversity (137) 7.75 7 

Gender   

Female (655) 7.99 7 

Male (652) 7.74 6 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.12 7 

Non-carer (1184) 7.84 6 

Children in household   

Children (454) 7.78 6 

No children (853) 7.91 6 
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‘esults foƌ ͚People lead a healthǇ lifestǇle aŶd staǇ healthǇ loŶgeƌ͛ 
 

Subgroup (N) Average Score Rank of Importance 

Age   

18-34 (382) 7.37 8 

35-64 (650) 7.74 8 

65+ (282) 8.28 6 

ACORN   

Affluent Achiever (310) 7.72 8 

Rising Prosperity (179) 7.50 6 

Comfortable Communities (449) 7.76 8 

Financially Stretched (214) 8.07 8 

Urban Adversity (141) 7.64 8 

Gender   

Female (656) 7.97 8 

Male (658) 7.53 8 

Caring responsibilities   

Carer (123) 8.03 8 

Non-carer (1189) 7.72 8 

Children in household   

Children (457) 7.70 8 

No children (857) 7.79 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



                     

   
 

                                                     MeasureŵeŶt  EǀaluatioŶ LearŶiŶg: UsiŶg eǀideŶĐe to shape ďetter serǀiĐes                     Page 38 
 

 
 
 
 
 


