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Background 

Research context 
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council regularly engage with the community to test and inform key 

priorities and the allocation of resources. As part of this process the council commissioned M·E·L 

Research to carry out a residents’ survey on their behalf. The overall objective of the research was to 

capture resident perceptions to inform service prioritisation and improvement, particularly whether 

any of these had changed in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. The research covered a set of broad 

topics to gain an understanding of: 

▪ Satisfaction with the local area and ‘Vision of Place’ 

▪ Service satisfaction 

▪ Importance of climate change 

▪ Volunteering 

▪ Digital transformation and communication preferences 

Methodology 
A 15-minute, face to face (doorstep) survey was undertaken with residents between June and August 

2022, conducted by trained social research interviewers, using a Computer Aided Personal Interview 

(CAPI) approach. A stratified, random sampling approach was used: a sample of residents’ starting 

addresses were drawn randomly from Royal Mail’s Postcode Address File, stratified by ward. From 

each starting address, interviewers aimed to achieve a cluster of approximately 5 interviews from 

adjacent and nearby properties. Quota targets were set for age group, gender, ward and Rural Urban 

Classification. Below presents a summary of the approach: 

Target population Residents of Basingstoke and Deane Borough aged 18 or older 

Interview length Average of 15 minutes 

Survey period 27th June – 15th August 2022 

Sampling method Stratified, random door-to-door surveying 

Data collection method Interviewer administered face to face survey 

Total sample 1,103 
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Map 1: Plotted postcodes of survey sample 

Statistical reliability 
The survey findings are based on results of a survey of a sample of Basingstoke and Deane residents 

and results are therefore subject to sampling tolerances. With 1,103 residents having completed the 

survey, this returns a confidence interval of ±2.9% for a 50% statistic at the 95% confidence level. This 

simply means that if 50% of residents indicated they agreed with a certain aspect, the true figure (had 

the whole population been surveyed) could in reality lie within the range of 47.1% to 52.9% and that 

these results would be seen 95 times out of 100. Table 1 below shows the confidence intervals for 

differing response results (sample tolerance). 

Table 1: Surveys completed overall 

Size of sample 
Approximate sampling tolerances* 

50% 30% or 70% 10% or 90% 

1,103 surveys ±2.9 ±2.7 ±1.8 

*Based on a 95% confidence level 
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The sample was proportioned representatively across the 18 wards in the borough (please see Table 

2 below). Although, caution should be taken when interpreting the results due the small sizes and 

associated tolerance levels. 

Table 2: Surveys completed by ward 

Ward 
No. of 

surveys 
completed 

% of 
surveys 

completed 

% of borough 
population 

(2021)* 

Approximate 
sampling 

tolerances^ 

Basing & Upton Grey 64 6% 6% ±12.2 

Bramley 59 5% 5% ±12.7 

Brighton Hill 63 6% 6% ±12.3 

Brookvale & Kings Furlong 64 6% 6% ±12.2 

Chineham 63 6% 6% ±12.3 

Eastrop & Grove 56 5% 5% ±13.1 

Evingar 58 5% 5% ±12.8 

Hatch Warren & Beggarwood 57 5% 5% ±12.9 

Kempshott & Buckskin 66 6% 6% ±12 

Norden 65 6% 6% ±12.1 

Oakley & The Candovers 57 5% 5% ±12.9 

Popley 59 5% 5% ±12.7 

Sherborne St John & Rooksdown 67 6% 6% ±11.9 
South Ham 59 5% 6% ±12.7 

Tadley & Pamber 73 7% 6% ±11.4 

Tadley North, Kingsclere & Baughurst 66 6% 6% ±12 

Whitchurch, Overton & Laverstoke 65 6% 6% ±12.1 

Winklebury & Manydown 42 4% 4% ±15.1 

*Hampshire County Council Small Area Population Forecasts, 2021. ^Based on a 95% confidence level for a 50% statistic. 

Analysis and reporting 
Results have been compared to historical residents’ surveys carried out in 2012, 2014, 2017 and 2019 

where applicable. 

Several questions have been included from the Local Government Association’s (LGA) ‘Are you being 

Served?’ survey for benchmarking purposes. The LGA’s polling on resident satisfaction with councils 

is a triannual telephone survey of British adults across Great Britain. In addition, regional level results 

are published on a yearly basis. The South East and average national (Great Britain) scores for the 

financial year 2021/22 data have been used in this report. However, it should be noted that where 

comparisons are made to the LGA survey these should be seen as indicative due to the difference in 

data collection methodology. 
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Differences in views of sub-groups of the population were compared using a statistical test (z test1) 

and statistically significant results (at the 95% level) are indicated in the text. Statistical significance 

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

you were to replicate the study, you would be 95% certain the same results would be achieved again. 

The sample for this research was representative by ward, age group, gender and Rural Urban 

Classification, and broadly representative by tenure type and ethnicity. As such, analysis for other sub-

groups will be indicative only. 

Owing to the rounding of numbers, percentages displayed visually on graphs in this 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. Where figures do not appear in a graph or chart, these are 3% or less. 

The ‘base’ or ‘n=’ figure referred to in each chart and table is the total number of residents responding 

to the question with a valid response. 

1 A statistical test to determine whether two population means are different when the variances are known and the sample size is large. 
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Findings 
Who we spoke to 

The sample was broadly representative by age group, gender, tenure type, Rural Urban Classification 

and ethnicity when compared to the known population of Basingstoke and Deane as whole. Overall 

profile data was sourced from Hampshire County Council Small Area Population Forecasts 2021, 2011 

Census and 2011 Rural Urban Classification - ONS Crown Copyright Reserved 2018. 
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2022 (n=1,103) 

2019 (n=1,105) 

2017 (n=1,153) 

2014 (n=1,410) 

2012 (n=1,156) 

South East 
average 21/22 

National average 
21/22 

45% 

41% 

61% 

62% 

59% 

30% 

30% 

48% 

55% 

33% 

33% 

32% 

44% 

50% 

4% 

4% 

15% 

11% 

9% 

6% 

Total satisfaction 

93% 

95% 

94% 

95% 

91% 

74% 

80% 

     Very satisfied Fairly satisfied Neither Fairly dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Don’t know 

Section 1: Overall attitudes towards the local 
area 

Satisfaction with the local area as a place to live 

Residents were asked how satisfied they were with their local area as a place to live. When answering 

this question, residents were asked to consider their local area as being within a 15-20 minute walk 

from their home. 

▪ 93%  of residents were ‘very’  (45%)  or ‘fairly’  (48%)  satisfied with  their local  area as a place to  

live.  This result  has remained  fairly  consistent  since 2014  however,  the proportions of  residents 

stating  they  were ‘very’  satisfied continues to  be lower than  in  2017,  2014  and  2012. The 

difference between this year’s  overall  satisfaction  result  and  the 2019  and  2014  results  is small  

but  statistically  significant.  

▪ When  comparing  overall  satisfaction  to  the  2021/22  LGA  scores for this question,  Basingstoke  

and  Deane is performing  significantly  better  than  the South  East  regional  score (19% points 

higher) and  the national  average score (13% points higher).   

▪ Both  the South  East  regional  and  the national  average score have also  fallen since 2019.  

In  2019,  overall  satisfaction  was  80% in  the South  East  and  81% nationally.   

Figure 1.1: Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? 
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by gender, age, housing tenure and 

ward:  

 

▪ Those aged 65-74 were significantly more likely to be satisfied with their local 
area as a place to live (97%) compared to those aged 25-34 (91%) and 35-44 
(92%). 

 

▪ Fewer residents who rent their home from a housing association were satisfied 
with their local area as a place to live (89%) when compared to those who own 
their home outright (96%) or were buying their home on a mortgage (95%).  

 

▪ When comparing overall satisfaction with the local area as a place to live by 
ward, all areas scored highly although some areas scored slightly lower. For 
example, significantly less residents in Brighton Hill (87%), Hatch Warren & 
Beggarwood (89%), Popley (88%) and South Ham (85%) were satisfied with the 
local area as a place to live. 

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents with a disability were less likely to be satisfied with their local area as a place to live 
when compared to those without a disability (90% vs 94%). 

 

Figure 1.2: Satisfaction with the local areas as a place to live by demographics 

 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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Men (n=545)
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18-24 (n=85)

25-34 (n=172)

35-44 (n=202)

45-54 (n=207)

55-64 (n=173)

65-74 (n=141)

75+ (n=116)

Owned outright (n=352)

Buying on a mortgage (n=376)

*Buying: shared ownership scheme (n=9)

Rented from housing association (n=220)

Rented from private landlord (n=129)

Urban (n=818)

Rural (n=281)



                     

   
 

                                                                        

   

         

         

      

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Very satisfied Fairly satisfied Neither Fairly dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Don’t know 

2022 (n=1,103) 

2019 (n=1,105) 

2017 (n=1,153) 

2014 (n=1,410) 

2012 (n=1,156) 

South East 
average 21/22 

National average 
21/22 

11% 

13% 

25% 

37% 

26% 

14% 

15% 

63% 

67% 

53% 

47% 

51% 

48% 

47% 

14% 

14% 

10% 

7% 

14% 

19% 

19% 

8% 

6% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

11% 

11% 

8% 

7% 

4% 

Total satisfaction 

75% 

80% 

78% 

84% 

77% 

62% 

62% 

Satisfaction with the way the council runs things 

Residents were read out the below statement and then asked how satisfied or dissatisfied they were 

with the way Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council runs things. Residents were also provided with 

a showcard that highlighted the division of key services between Basingstoke and Deane Borough 

Council and Hampshire County Council. 

Your local  area receives services from  two councils,  Basingstoke  and  Deane  Borough  Council  and  

Hampshire County  Council.  This survey  asks about  Basingstoke  and  Deane  Borough  Council,  which  

is responsible for a range of services such  as refuse collection,  street  cleaning  and  planning.  
 

▪ 75%  of residents were either ‘very’  (11%)  or ‘fairly’  (63%)  satisfied with  the way  the council  

runs things.  14% of residents had  no  feeling  either way  and  10% were dissatisfied.  

▪ Satisfaction  has fallen 5% points since 2019  when 80% of residents were satisfied with  the way  

Basingstoke  and  Deane  Borough  Council  runs things.  This is a statistically  significant  difference.  

▪ However,  when comparing  overall  satisfaction  to  the 2021/22  LGA  scores for this indicator,  

satisfaction  is 13% points above both  the South  East  and  national  average scores.   

▪ When  comparing  the LGA  scores for 2022  to  the 2019  LGA  scores,  both  the  regional  and 

national  scores have fallen slightly.  In  2019,  64% were satisfied in  the South  East  and  

63% were nationally.  

Figure  1.3: Overall, how  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  are  you  with  the  way  Basingstoke  and  Deane  

Borough  Council  runs  things?   
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age, housing tenure, Rural Urban 

Classification and ward:  

 

▪ Residents aged 45-54 were significantly less satisfied (69%) than those aged 
25-34 (79%) and 75+ (79%) with the way the council runs things.  

 

▪ Residents buying their home on a mortgage were less likely to be satisfied 
with the way the council runs things (70%) compared to those who own their 
home outright (76%) and those renting from a housing association (77%).  

 

▪ Those living in urban areas were more likely to be satisfied with the way the 
council runs things than those living in rural areas (76% vs 69%). 

 

▪ Residents living in Tadley & Pamber were significantly more satisfied with the 
way the council runs things (89%) than residents in almost all other wards. 
The lowest level of satisfaction was reported by those living in Tadley North, 
Kingsclere & Baughurst (65%).  

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents with a disability were less likely to be satisfied with the way the council runs things 
when compared to those without a disability (67% vs 77%). 

 

Figure 1.4: Satisfaction with the way the council runs things by demographics 

 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither Tend to disagree Strongly disagree Don’t know 

2022 (n=1,103) 

2019 (n=1,105) 

2017 (n=1,153) 

2014 (n=1,410) 

2012 (n=1,156) 

South East 
average 21/22 

National average 

5% 

6% 

13% 

18% 

10% 

5% 

9% 

52% 

56% 

46% 

52% 

49% 

38% 

37% 

21% 

24% 

22% 

15% 

23% 

27% 

28% 

14% 

13% 

9% 

8% 

8% 

17% 

16% 

10% 

9% 

5% 

8% 

4% 

6% 

Total agreement 

57% 

62% 

59% 

70% 

59% 

43% 

46%21/22 

Agreement the council provides value for money 

Residents were then asked to think about the range of services Basingstoke and Deane Borough 

Council provides to the community, as well as the services their household uses, and asked to what 

extent they agree or disagree that the council provides value for money. Residents were provided 

with a showcard that highlighted the cost of council tax that is paid to Basingstoke and Deane Borough 

Council by band. The cost per day, per week and per year was shown. 

▪ 57% of residents either ‘strongly’ (5%) or ‘tended to’ (52%) agree that the council provides 

value for money. A fifth (21%) of residents had no feeling either way and the remaining 17% of 

residents disagreed that value for money is provided. 

▪ When compared to the previous survey period in 2019, value for money perceptions have fallen 

by 5% points (a statistically significant difference), with more residents dissatisfied with the 

value for money provided by the council in the most recent period (however this difference is 

not significant – 3% points). Furthermore, the proportion of those ‘strongly agreeing’ has 

continued to fall since 2014. 

▪ However, whilst agreement has fallen since 2019, when comparing overall agreement to the 

2021/22 LGA scores for this question, Basingstoke and Deane is outperforming both the South 

East and national average scores by 14% points and 11% points respectively. 

▪ A fall in agreement since 2019 was also observed in the regional and national LGA 

scores. In 2019, agreement was 47% in the South East and 48% nationally. 

Figure 1.5: To what extent do you agree or disagree that Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council 

provides value for money? 
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age, Rural Urban Classification and 

ward:  

 

▪ Younger residents aged 25-44 and older residents aged 75+ were significantly 
more likely to agree with the council providing value for money (59% and 69% 
respectively) than those aged 45-54 (49% agreed).  

 

▪ Fewer residents living in areas classified as rural agreed that the council 
provided value for money (52%) compared to those living in urban areas 
(59%). 

 

▪ Significantly fewer residents agreed that the council provides value for money 
in Bramley (46%), Chineham (44%), Sherborne St John & Rooksdown (45%) 
and Whitchurch, Overton & Laverstoke (32%). This compares to areas such as 
Oakley & The Candovers (81% agreed), Popley (73% agreed) and Norden (69% 
agreed).  

 

Figure 1.6: Agreement with the council providing value for money by demographics 

 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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Very well informed Fairly well informed Not very well informed Not well informed at all Don’t know 

2022 (n=1,103) 

2019 (n=1,105) 

2017 (n=1,153) 

2014 (n=1,410) 

2012 (n=1,156) 

South East 
average 21/22 

National average 
21/22 

9% 

12% 

12% 

15% 

16% 

13% 

13% 

41% 

61% 

50% 

55% 

54% 

47% 

44% 

34% 

22% 

25% 

20% 

19% 

29% 

29% 

13% 

4% 

9% 

8% 

7% 

9% 

12% 

4% 

5% 

Total informed 

49% 

73% 

62% 

70% 

70% 

60% 

57% 

Keeping residents informed about the services and benefits 
provided 

Residents were asked how well-informed they think Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council keeps 

residents about the services and benefits it provides. 

▪ 49%  of residents either felt  the  council  keeps them  ‘very’  (9%)  or ‘fairly’  (41%)  well  informed 

about  the  services and  benefits it  provides.  Over a third  (34%)  felt  the council  does not  keep 

residents informed very  well  and  a further  13% felt  the  council  doesn’t  keep residents informed 

at  all.   

▪ The proportion  of residents feeling  well  informed about  the council’s services and  benefits has 

fallen by  14% points,  a statistically  significant  difference.  The proportion  of  residents feeling  well  

informed is now at  its  lowest  level  when compared  to  previous years (2012-2019).  

▪ Comparison  with  the 2021/22  LGA  scores for this question  shows that  results are lower than  

both  the  South  East  and  national  average scores  (these  differences are statistically  significant). 

This year’s result  is 11% points lower than  the South  East  score and  8% points lower than  the 

national  average score.  

▪ When  comparing  the LGA  scores for 2022  to  the 2019  LGA  scores,  both  the  regional  and  

national  scores have fallen slightly.  In  2019,  61% felt  of  those in  the  South  East  felt  

informed and  59% felt  informed nationally.  

 

Figure 1.7: Overall, how well informed do you think Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council keeps 

residents about the services and benefits it provides? 
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by gender, age, housing tenure and 

ward:  

 

▪ Men were more likely to feel well informed than women (52% vs 46%). 

 

▪ The youngest age groups (18-24) were less likely to feel that the council 
keeps them informed, with just 38% stating they felt informed. This 
compares to those aged 55+ who were significantly more likely to feel well 
informed. 

 

▪ Residents who own their homes outright were more likely to feel informed 
(56%) than those buying their home on a mortgage (46%) or renting from a 
private landlord (43%). 

 

▪ Residents living in Winklebury & Manydown were significantly more likely to 
have said that they feel informed (69%), compared to most of the other 
wards in the borough, for example 38% of residents in Norden felt informed. 

 

Figure 1.8: Total who feel informed by demographics 

 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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Very safe Fairly safe Neither safe nor unsafe Fairly unsafe Very unsafe Don’t know 

2022 (n=1,103) 

2019 (n=1,105) 

2017 (n=1,153) 

2014 (n=1,410) 

2012 (n=1,156) 

South East 
average 21/22 

National average 
21/22 

35% 

25% 

64% 

54% 

44% 

32% 

32% 

39% 

49% 

26% 

33% 

34% 

41% 

42% 

8% 

10% 

4% 

10% 

10% 

11% 

13% 

14% 

5% 

7% 

10% 

10% 

5% 

4% 

6% 

4% 

Total safe 

74% 

75% 

90% 

87% 

78% 

73% 

74% 

        

    

Feeling safe outside after dark 

Residents were asked how safe or unsafe they felt when they were outside after dark. 

▪ 74% of residents felt either ‘very’ (35%) or ‘fairly’ (39%) safe when outside after dark. 8% didn’t 

have any feelings either way and 18% said they felt unsafe. The proportion of residents who felt 

safe outside after dark has fallen marginally since 2019 (not a statistically significant difference), 

remaining lower than previous scores from 2012-2017. 

▪ In 2019, the timing of the survey was highlighted as a potential factor in the lower levels 

of safety reported by residents due to the survey being conducted during darker 

Autumn/Winter months. The 2014 and 2017 surveys were carried out during the 

Spring/Summer months, whilst the 2012 survey took place during the Autumn. 

However, this year’s results suggest a longer-term trend despite the change in seasons. 

▪ However, when comparing perceptions of safety to the 2021/22 LGA scores, Basingstoke and 

Deane is performing marginally better than the South East score and in line with the national 

average score. 

▪ In 2019, 77% of residents reported feeling safe when outside after dark in the South 

East and 76% reported feeling safe nationally. 

Figure 1.9: How safe or unsafe do you feel when outside in your local area after dark? 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by gender, age, housing tenure, Rural 

Urban Classification and ward: 

Measurement Evaluation Learning:Usingevidence to shape better services Page 21 



                     

   
 

                                                 Measurement  Evaluation Learning: Using evidence to shape better services            Page 22 

 

▪ Women were less likely (62%) to have said they felt safe outside at night, 
compared to men, with 86% stating they felt safe.  

 

▪ Fewer residents aged 25-34 said they felt safe at 65%, compared to those aged 
18-24 (82%), 55-64 (82%) and 65-74 (77%).  

 

▪ Fewer residents who rent their home from a housing association said they felt 
safe outside after dark (56%), compared to the other tenure types, for example 
80% of those who are buying their home on a mortgage felt safe.  

 

▪ Residents living in an urban environment were less likely to have stated they 
felt safe outside after dark (69%), compared to those in rural areas (89%).  

 

▪ There were some variations with how safe residents feel when outside after 
dark by ward. Residents in Brighton Hill, Norden and South Ham were 
significantly less likely to feel safe with just 49-59% of residents stating they felt 
safe.  

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents with a disability were less likely to feel safe after dark when compared to those 
without a disability (59% vs 78%). 

 

Figure 1.10: Total who feel safe outside after dark by demographics 

  

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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National average 
21/22 

70% 

54% 

81% 

79% 
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41% 
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4% 
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Feeling safe outside during the day 

Residents were then asked how safe they feel outside in their local area during the day. 

▪ Results are more positive here,  with  97%  of residents  stating  they  either feel  ‘very’  (70%)  or 

‘fairly’  (28%)  safe.  Just  1% of residents said  they  feel  unsafe when outside during  the day.   

▪ This year’s result  is 2% points higher than  the 2019  result  and  higher than  both  the  South  East  

score (6% points) and  the national  average score (4% points) when compared  to  the 2021/22  

LGA  scores for this indicator.  All  of these  differences are statistically  significant.  

▪ In  2019,  95% of  residents reported feeling  safe when outside after dark in  the South  

East  and  94% reported  feeling  safe nationally.  

 

Figure 1.11: How safe or unsafe do you feel when outside in your local area during the day? 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by gender, age, housing tenure, Rural 

Urban Classification and ward: 

▪ Men were again more likely to feel safe when compared to women (99% vs 96%). 

▪ Residents aged 65-74 were the most likely to feel safe during the day, with 100% 
of residents stating that they do. This compares to those aged 25-54 where 
significantly less residents reported feeling safe (95-97%). 
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▪ Residents living in a home rented from a housing association or a private landlord 
were less likely to feel safe compared to those that own their home outright or 
are buying on a mortgage. For example, 94% of those in homes rented from a 
housing association felt safe, compared to 99% of those living in owned outright 
accommodation.  

 

▪ Residents living in an urban environment were less likely to have stated they felt 
safe outside during the day (97%), compared to those in rural areas (99%).  

 

▪ When comparing whether residents feel safe outside during the day by ward, all 
of the wards achieved positive scores of 90% or greater. Those with the lower 
scores were Popley (93%) and South Ham (90%).  

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents with a disability were less likely to feel safe when compared to those without a 
disability (95% vs 98%). 

 

Figure 1.12: Total who feel safe outside during the day by demographics 

 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 
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Belonging to the area 

Residents were asked how strongly they felt they belonged to their area.  

▪ 83% of residents said they have a ‘very’ (37%) or ‘fairly’ (46%) strong sense of belonging to 

their area whilst 16% said they do not feel that they belong to their area. This result has fallen 

6% points since 2019 when 89% felt that they belonged and is now at its lowest level. This is a 

statistically significant fall. 

 

Figure 1.13: How strongly do you feel you belong to the area? 

 

37%

33%

51%

53%

46%

46%

56%

36%

35%

41%

14%

9%

9%

8%

9%

2022 (n=1,103)

2019 (n=1,105)

2017 (n=1,153)

2014 (n=1,410)

2012 (n=1,156)

Very strongly Fairly strongly Not very strongly Not at all strongly Don’t know 

Total strongly 

83% 

89% 

87% 

88% 

87% 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age, housing tenure, Rural Urban 

Classification and ward: 

 

▪ Older residents aged 45+ were more like to feel that they belong to their local 
area than those aged 25-34. For example, 90% of those aged 65-74 felt like 
they belonged to the area; this compares to 74% of those aged 25-34. 

 

▪ Residents who rent their home from a private landlord were less likely to feel 
they belonged to the area (68%) when compared to those who own their 
home outright, were buying on a mortgage or rent from a housing association 
(82%-88%). 

 

▪ Residents living in areas classified as rural were more likely to feel that they 
belong to the area (90%) compared to those living in urban area (81%). 

 

▪ Residents living in Brookvale & Kings Furlong and Hatch Warren & Beggarwood 
were significantly less likely to feel that they belong to the area (both 72%). 
This compares to other wards such as Eastrop & Grove and Oakley & The 
Candovers where 93% of residents felt they belong to the area. 
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*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 

  

Figure 1.14: How strongly do you feel you belong to the area by demographics 
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Getting on well together 

Residents were asked to what extent they agree that their local area is a place where people from 

different ethnic backgrounds get on well together.  

▪ 79% of residents either ‘definitely’ (33%) or ‘tended’ (45%) to agree that people from different 

ethnic backgrounds get on well together. This is in line with the 2019 score, remaining higher 

than the 2012-2017 scores.  

 

Figure 1.15: To what extent do you agree or disagree that your local area is a place where people 

from different ethnic backgrounds get on well together? 
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79% 
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age, ethnicity, Rural Urban 

Classification and ward: 

 

▪ Residents aged 65+ were less likely to agree that people from different ethnic 
backgrounds get on well together (71-74%). This compares to 86% of those 
aged 18-24 and 84% of those aged 35-44.  

 

▪ Minority ethnic residents (all ethnic groups excluding White) were more likely 
to agree that people from different ethnic backgrounds get on well together 
in their local area (92%) compared to White residents (77%).White residents 
were significantly more likely to state that there are there are too few people 
in the local area (4% vs 0%) or that all residents are of the same ethnic 
background (5% vs 0%). 

 

▪ Residents living in areas classified as urban were more likely to agree that 
people from different backgrounds get on well together than those living in 
rural areas (82% vs 69%). Residents in rural areas were significantly more 
likely to state that there are too few people in the local area (8% vs 2%), all 
residents are of the same ethnic background (8% vs 3%), or that they didn’t 
know (5% vs 2%).  



                     

   
 

                                                                        

 ▪         When compared by ward, scores were relatively positive with only small 
     proportions (<10%) disagreeing with this aspect. The highest levels of 

       disagreement were from residents in Tadley North, Kingsclere & Baughurst 
        and Whitchurch, Overton & Laverstoke (both 9%). 

 

             

      

 

              

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

   

    

  

 

Men (n=545) 79% 

Women (n=557) 79% 

18-24 (n=85) 86% 

25-34 (n=172) 78% 

35-44 (n=202) 84% 

45-54 (n=207) 82% 

55-64 (n=173) 75% 

65-74 (n=141) 74% 

75+ (n=116) 71% 

Owned outright (n=352) 74% 

Buying on a mortgage (n=376) 84% 

*Buying: shared ownership scheme (n=9) 44% 

Rented from housing association (n=220) 80% 

Rented from private landlord (n=129) 78% 

Urban (n=818) 82% 

Rural (n=281) 69% 

*Caution should be taken when interpreting the result due to the small base size. 

 

  

Figure 1.16: Agreement with the local area being a place where people from different ethnic 

backgrounds get on well together by demographics 
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Section 2: Local area and services 

What makes an area a good place to live and what needs improving 

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council provides many services to the local community and also has 

a role in planning, supporting and encouraging other services. Residents were asked to think about 

what things made somewhere a good place to live. Residents were able to select up to five options. 

What makes  an  area  a  good  place  to  live:  What is  in  most need  of i mprovement:    

1.  Health  services  –  49%  1.  Road  and  pavement  repairs  –  36%  

2.  The level  of crime and  antisocial  behaviour  2.  Parking  in  my  street  –  31%  
–  48%  

 
3.  Clean and  litter free streets  –  47%  3.  Health  services  –  27%  

4.  Access to  the countryside  –  37%  4.  Affordable housing  –  24%  

5.  Affordable housing  –  36%  5.  Facilities &  activities for young  children 
&  teenagers  –  22%  

 

Response options for this question were tweaked this year so comparison with previous years is 

limited. However, indicative comparison with 2019 shows that the top three factors for what makes 

an area a good place to live remain the same. However, the proportion of residents selecting ‘access 

to the countryside’ and ‘natural green space and wildlife’ has increased since 2019. This could be an 

impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, with a growth in the use and appreciation of parks and open spaces 

and nature being observed as a key legacy of the pandemic period in much of the community-based 

research M·E·L Research has conducted. 

In regards to what needs improving, there has been a shift when compared to 2019, with road and 

pavement repairs being the only factor to remain in the top three. However, the top five factors 

remain largely the same, with parking in my street the only new addition, replacing public transport. 
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The level of crime and antisocial behaviour 

Clean and litter free streets 
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Shopping facilities 

Sense of community 
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The level of traffic congestion 

Cultural and heritage activities 
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The level of pollution 

Cycling routes 
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9% 

8% 

7% 

6% 

6% 
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19% 
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7% 

6% 

7% 
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11% 

6% 

36% 

8% 
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9% 
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6% 

7% 

5% 

10% 

5% 

12% 

6% 

Makes an area a good place to live (n=1,103) 

In most need of improvement (n=1,103) 

Figure 2.1: Thinking generally, which five things would you say are the most important in making 

somewhere a good place to live and which need most improving? 
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Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

What makes an area a good place to live: 

▪ As age increased, so did the proportion of residents stating that access to the 

countryside makes an area a good place to live. For example, 24% of those 

aged 18-24 stated this, compared to 64% of those aged 75+. 

▪ Conversely, younger residents were much more likely to state that affordable 

housing makes an area a good place to live, with 58% of 18-24 year old’s 

stating this compared to 19% of those 75+. 

▪ Cultural and heritage activities and facilities and activities for young children 

and teenagers were also more commonly selected by younger residents. 

What is in most need of improvement: 

▪ As age increased, so did the proportion of residents stating that they think 

health services need to be improved. For example, 32% of those aged 65-74 

stated this compared to 15% of those aged 18-24. 

▪ Younger residents were significantly more likely to state that affordable 

housing needs to be improved. For example, 29% of those aged 18-24 stated 

this, compared to 14% of those aged 75+. 

▪ Facilities and activities for young children and teenagers were more of a 

concern for younger to middle aged residents (those typically more likely to 

be parents of young children). For example, 30% of those aged 35-44 stated 

that this aspect needs to be improved compared to 11% of those aged 75+. 

What makes an area a good place to live: 

▪ Perhaps unsurprisingly, those in rural areas were more likely to feel that 

access to the countryside makes an area a good place to live (51%) compared 

to those in urban areas (33%). 

▪ Those in rural areas were also more likely to state that education provision 

makes an area a good place to live (38% vs 28%). 

What is in most need of improvement: 

▪ Those in urban areas were more likely to state that parking in their street was 

in need of improvement (35% vs 20%). 

▪ Residents in rural areas were more likely to think that affordable housing 

needs to be improved (31%) compared to those in urban areas (22%), as well 

as road and pavement repairs (43% vs 34%) and public transport (31% vs 

13%). 
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Figure 2.2 overleaf plots importance (what makes an area a good place to live) against improvement. The 

horizontal dashed line marks the mean importance (13%) and the vertical dashed line marks the mean 

improvement score (20%). This divides the chart into four quadrants which each of the various aspects have 

been plotted onto. In summary, the figure highlights the following: 

High importance, low improvement 

These are aspects which residents rate as important in making an area a good place to live but have lower 

proportions of residents reporting that they require improvement within Basingstoke and Deane. This 

includes the level of crime and antisocial behaviour, access to the countryside and shopping facilities. The 

council should therefore ensure that the quality of services to support these aspects is maintained, where 

applicable. 

High importance, high improvement 

These are aspects which residents rate as important in making an area a good place to live and also have 

high proportions of residents reporting that they require improvement within Basingstoke and Deane. This 

includes health services, clean and litter free streets and affordable housing. Aspects in this quadrant are 

ones that the council should prioritise for future improvement, where applicable. 

Low importance, low improvement 

These are aspects which residents were less likely to rate as important in making an area a good place to 

live and also had lower proportions of residents reporting that they require improvement. Less priority is 

needed here as these aspects are not important to residents and residents do not feel improvement is 

needed. This includes sports, leisure and community facilities, the level of pollution and cycling routes. 

Low importance, high improvement 

These are aspects which residents were less likely to rate as important in making an area a good place to 

live but had high proportions of residents reporting that they require improvement. Just one aspect fell 

into this quadrant; the level of traffic congestion. 
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Figure 2.2: Quadrant chart showing what makes a good place to live and what needs improving 
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Satisfaction with Council services  

Residents were then asked how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with a number of services provided 

by the council.  

▪ The highest levels of satisfaction were with waste collections, parks and green spaces, electoral 

services and recycling collections.  

▪ Satisfaction was lower for grass cutting, car parks and sports and leisure services, with less than 

two thirds of residents satisfied with these services. The highest levels of dissatisfaction were 

with grass cutting (20%), car parks (20%), street cleaning (15%) and sport and leisure services 

(15%).    

 

Figure 2.3: Satisfaction with council services 
Base size: 1,103 
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Table 2.1 below compares the levels of satisfaction against the LGA 2021/22 South East and national 

average scores, where comparable scores are available. This shows that satisfaction with waste 

collection services and parks and green spaces in Basingstoke and Deane outperforms both the South 

East score and national average. However, whilst street cleaning is in line with the national average, 

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council isn’t performing as well as other authorities in the South East. 



                     

   
 

                                                                        

             

   

          

 

  
  

  
 

  
 

    

     

     

      

        

 

     
     

   
     

     
      

     
        

 

       

  

  

    

    

   

   

For sport and leisure services, Basingstoke and Deane is performing behind both the South East score 

and the national average. 

Table 2.1: Comparing satisfaction with council services to LGA 2021/22 results 

Basingstoke and 
Deane 2022 

South East average 
21/22 

National average 
21/22 

Waste collection 85% 83% 78% 

Parks and green spaces 85% 79% 78% 

Street cleaning 67% 71% 66% 

Sport and leisure services 53% 59% 58% 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

▪ Older residents were more satisfied with waste and recycling collections, the 
council tax service and electoral services than younger residents. For 
example, 90% of 65-74 year olds were satisfied with waste collections 
compared to 80% of 18-24 year olds. 

▪ Younger residents aged 18-34 were more satisfied with sport and leisure 
services (59%-60%) when compared to those 75+ (45%). However, as 
outlined later on in this report, a large proportion of older residents are less 
likely to use these facilities due to age and health problems. 

▪ Residents in urban areas were more satisfied than those in rural areas with 

the following services: 

▪ Waste collections (87% vs 80%) 

▪ Street cleaning (70% vs 59%) 

▪ Sport and leisure services (57% vs 44%) 

▪ Council tax service (72% vs 59%) 

▪ Grass cutting (69% vs 60%) 
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Base size: 1,103 

Basingstoke & Deane Council website 
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Via council's Facebook updates 
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Section 3: Communicating with the council 

Main sources of information 

Firstly, residents were asked for their main source of information about the council. 

▪ The most popular methods were the council website and printed information provided by the 

council (including the residents’ publication Basingstoke and Deane Today, leaflets, or posters). 

▪ Less common sources include social media and local newspapers, both online and printed. 

Figure 3.1: Main source of information about the council 

Response options for this question were tweaked this year so comparison with previous years is 

limited. However, indicative comparison with 2019 shows that the council’s website and printed 

information provided by the council continue to be the most popular methods. This is the first time 

that the council’s website has outperformed printed information as the main source of council 

information for residents. 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age: 
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Women (n=557) 48% 

18-24 (n=85) 28% 

25-34 (n=172) 53% 

35-44 (n=202) 62% 

45-54 (n=207) 49% 

55-64 (n=173) 56% 

65-74 (n=141) 40% 

75+ (n=116) 27% 

Urban (n=818) 47% 

Rural (n=281) 51% 
 

  

    

     

           
   

 

     

▪ Residents aged 65+ were more likely to use printed information as their main 
source of information (31%-43%) than younger age groups aged 18-44 (11%-
15%). 

▪ Younger residents aged 25-44 were more likely to use the council’s 
website, however those in the youngest age bracket (18-24) were 
more variable in their preferences, for example 15% said they use the 
council’s Facebook updates. 

Figure  3.2: Basingstoke  and  Deane  Borough  Council  website as  main  source  of  information  about 

the  council  by  demographics  

Use of the council’s online services 

Residents were then asked if they have ever used the council’s online services. Three quarters of 

residents said that they had. 

Figure 3.3: Have you used Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council’s online services? 
Base size: 1,103 

Yes 
75% 

No 
25% 

Sub-group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age: 
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Men (n=545) 75% 

Women (n=557) 76% 

18-24 (n=85) 58% 

25-34 (n=172) 84% 

35-44 (n=202) 88% 

45-54 (n=207) 79% 

55-64 (n=173) 82% 

65-74 (n=141) 67% 

75+ (n=116) 46% 

Urban (n=818) 74% 

Rural (n=281) 78% 

 

  

▪ Residents aged 18-24 and 65+ were less likely than other age groups to have 
used the council’s online services. For example, 58% of those aged 18-24 had, 
compared to 88% of those aged 35-44. 

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents with a disability were significantly less likely to have used the council’s online services 
(66%) compared to those without a disability (77%). 

▪ Residents classified as economically inactive were less likely to have used the council’s online 

services (64%). This compares to 81% of residents classified as economically active. 

▪ However, older residents were more likely to have stated that they have a disability 

and were economically inactive which could explain these differences. 

Figure 3.4: Use of Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council’s online services by demographics 
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Barriers to using online services 

Residents that said they do not use the council’s online services were asked if there was anything that 

prevents them.  

▪ Positively, almost three in ten (28%) said nothing and that they are happy to use online services; 

which may mean they switch to online services in future.  

▪ A further 24% of residents mentioned a different reason not listed which predominantly was 

mentions of not needing to access online services or having someone else who helped. 

However, 22% of residents said they didn’t have access to a computer and 14% said they lack 

the skills or confidence. 

 

Figure 3.5: Barriers to accessing online service 
Base size: 274 

     

28% 24% 22% 17% 14% 

Nothing, I am 
happy to use 

online services 

Other (e.g. don’t 
need to access 
online services, 
someone helps) 

No access to a 
computer 

I prefer to speak to 
someone 
personally 

My confidence and 
skills when using 
online services 

  



                     

   
 

                                                                        

      
           

           

           

    

          

  

 

                   

          
        

 

         

 

       
         

 

 

        
        

 
 

        
              

 
  
  

Section 4: Volunteering and physical activity 
We asked residents if they had given any time to help as a volunteer or as an organiser for any 

charities, clubs or organisations in an unpaid capacity in the last 12 months. 

▪ Just over a fifth (22%) of residents had. This has increased since 2019 when 18% said they had 

given their time to help others. 

▪ Nationally, in 2020/21, 30% of people aged 16 and over volunteered formally at least once in 

the last year2. 

Figure 4.1: Within the last 12 months have you given up any time to help as a volunteer or as an 

organiser for any charities, clubs or organisations in an unpaid capacity? 
Base size: 1,095 (‘prefer not to say’ removed) 

Yes 
22% 

No 
78% 

2019: 
Yes 18% 
No 82% 

Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

▪ Residents aged 25-34 were significantly less likely to have given unpaid help 
in the last 12 months (12%) compared to those aged 35-74 (ranging from 
24%-26%). 

▪ Residents living in rural areas were more likely to have given up their time in 
the last 12 months compared to those living in urban areas (28% vs 19%). 

2 Community Life Survey 2020/21 (https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202021) respondents were asked 
if they have given help to a charity, club or organisation in the last 12 months. 

Measurement Evaluation Learning:Usingevidence to shape better services Page 40 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202021


                     

   
 

                                                                        

                

 

 

 

              

       

         

         

     

           

           

       

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Men (n=545) 21% 

Women (n=557) 22% 

18-24 (n=85) 18% 

25-34 (n=172) 12% 

35-44 (n=202) 25% 

45-54 (n=207) 24% 

55-64 (n=173) 24% 

65-74 (n=141) 26% 

75+ (n=116) 18% 

Urban (n=818) 19% 

Rural (n=281) 28% 

Figure 4.2: Residents who said they had given any unpaid help in the last 12 months by 

demographics 

Encouragement to volunteer 

All residents that told us they hadn’t given up their time to volunteer in the last 12 months were asked 

what would encourage them to do so. 

▪ 43% of residents gave an answer that wasn’t listed. This was mostly comments about not 
wanting to volunteer, not having the time or having age or health related problems that would 

prohibit them from volunteering. 

▪ Beyond this, a third (34%) of residents said they would be encouraged to start volunteering if 

they had more information on the local charities and organisations that need volunteers and 

28% said more information on the different type of volunteer roles would encourage them to 

give their time. 
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Base size: 856 

Other (e.g. not interested, having more time, age or 
health problems) 

More information on the local charities and 
organisations needing volunteers 

More information on the different type of volunteer 
roles 

Taster sessions at different organisations 

More information on how to organise local 
community activities (street parties, litter picks) 

A better understanding of how volunteering would 
benefit me 

Opportunity to link with existing volunteers to find 
out more 

More information on combining work/caring 
responsibilities and volunteering 

43% 

34% 

28% 

16% 

14% 

12% 

12% 

12% 

                     

   
 

                                                                        

         

 

      
      

       
     

     
  

 

        
       

     

  

           

           

             

   

        

          

           

        

Figure  4.3:  What would  encourage  you  to  volunteer?  

Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

▪ Residents aged 18-24 were significantly more likely to be encouraged to 
volunteer if they had more information on the local charities and 
organisations that needed help (59%) compared to all other age groups. 

▪ Older residents aged 75+ were significantly more likely to provide an unlisted 
answer such as not being interested or having age/health related barriers 
(74%). 

▪ A significantly greater proportion of residents living in urban areas said they 
would be encouraged if they had more information on how to organise local 
community activities such as street parties, litter picks (15% vs 9%). 

Help needed to become more physically active 

A new area of exploration for the council was around how residents would need to be supported to 

become more physically active and to take up more exercise. Residents were asked to select up to 5 

options from a list of possible ways that might support them in taking more exercise and being more 

physically active. 

Time was cited as the most common barrier with 42% of residents choosing this. Cost was also a 

barrier for some; 32% wished to see lower prices for gym and leisure provision. Over a fifth (22%) 

indicated they lacked personal motivation (which is often also linked to a lack of time), while 21% 

suggested that suitable sports and leisure facilities were too far from their home. A further 21% of 
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Base size: 1,103 

Having more time 

Lower prices for gym / leisure centre membership / 
for using leisure centres 

Improved personal motivation 

Other (e.g. already active, currently exercise a lot, age 
or health problems) 

Availability of local sports/leisure facilities close to 
home 

Someone to exercise/do activities with 

Organised walks 

Advice from a health care professional 

Availability of specialised exercise/activities for 
people with medical conditions 

Better transport links to activities 

Personalised exercise advice and sessions 

Better personal safety 

If I could exercise at home 

If I had help with my caring responsibilities (e.g. a 
crèche for children) 

Better information about exercising 

42% 

32% 

22% 

21% 

21% 

14% 

12% 

10% 

9% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

6% 

6% 

5% 

 

         

 

      
     

      
    

   
     

     

 

       
      

     

residents gave a reason that wasn’t listed which included things like already being active or exercising 

a lot or having an age or health related barrier. 

Figure 4.4: What would help you to take more exercise/ be more physically active? 

Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

▪ Younger residents aged 18-44 were more likely to state that lower prices, 
having more time and availability of local sports/leisure facilities close to 
home would encourage them to take up more exercise when compared to 
older residents. For example, 58% of those aged 18-24 said lower prices 
compared to 18% of those aged 65-74. 

▪ Older residents aged 65+ were significantly more likely to provide an unlisted 
answer such as having age/health related barriers (38-48%). 

▪ Those in rural areas were more likely to state that availability of 
sports/leisure facilities close to home would help (26%) compared to those 
living in urban areas (19%). 
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▪ Those in urban areas were more likely to state that lower prices would help 
them to be more physically active (35% vs 22%). 
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Base size: 1,103 

14% 45% 29% 10% 

Very well informed Fairly well informed Not very well informed Not well informed at all Don't know 
Total 

informed 

59% 

      

 ▪       Residents aged 65-74 were significantly more likely to feel well informed 
        about the actions they can take (68%) compared to residents aged 25-54 (52-

  57%).  

 

           

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

demographics 

Men (n=545) 

Women (n=557) 

18-24 (n=85) 

25-34 (n=172) 

35-44 (n=202) 

45-54 (n=207) 

55-64 (n=173) 

65-74 (n=141) 

75+ (n=116) 

Urban (n=818) 

Rural (n=281) 

61% 

57% 

59% 

52% 

56% 

57% 

62% 

68% 

63% 

60% 

54% 

Section 5: Climate change 
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council declared a Climate Emergency in September 2019 and is 

taking action towards making the borough carbon neutral by 2030. 

How informed residents feel about climate change actions 

All residents were asked how well informed they felt about actions they can take to help address 

climate change. 

▪ 59% of residents said they felt ‘very well’ (14%) or ‘fairly well’ (45%) informed, whilst 29% said 

they felt ‘not very well informed’ and 10% felt ‘not well informed at all’. 

Figure 5.1: Generally speaking, how well informed do you feel about actions that you can take to 

help address climate change? 

Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age: 

Figure 5.2: Informed about actions that can be taken to help address climate change by 
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Actions residents are prepared to take 

Following this, residents were asked what actions they are prepared to take to address climate change 

over the next two years. Residents were able to select any or all of the answer options. 

▪ Over half of residents said they would be prepared to turn off lights and appliances when they 

are not being used, waste less (such as food), walk or cycle more and turn the heating down; all 

low effort/low cost changes. Almost half also said they would be prepared to reuse things or fix 

things where possible and switch to reusable products; a medium effort/cost change. 

▪ Residents were less prepared to take actions such as replacing heating systems with air or 

ground source heat pumps and less prepared to be involved in ‘climate action’ activities such as 

teaming up with others and challenging others to make changes. This is perhaps unsurprising 

given the higher level of effort or cost required for these activities. 

▪ Positively, just 2% of residents were not willing to make any of these changes to address climate 

change over the next two years. 
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Base size: 1,103 

Low effort/cost 

Turn off lights and appliances when they're not being 
76%

used 

Wasting less (especially food) 

Walking or cycling more 

Turning the heating down 

Changing your diet, including eating locally produced 
food and less meat and dairy 

Switching to a renewable energy tariff 

Challenging others to make changes 

Medium effort/cost 

Reusing things or fixing things where possible, as well 
as switching to reusable products 

Using public transport for longer journeys 

Teaming up with others to take action together 

High effort/cost 

Switching to an electric vehicle 

Installing solar panels or insulation 

Taking fewer flights 

Replacing a gas, oil or coal-powered heating system 
with an air or ground source heat pump 

Other 

None of these 

63% 

61% 

53% 

30% 

22% 

11% 

48% 

20% 

12% 

26% 

22% 

17% 

10% 

2% 

2% 

 

Figure 5.3: What actions are you prepared to take to address climate change over the next two 

years? 
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Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age: 

▪ Younger residents were generally more likely to be prepared to take actions 
to address climate change over the next two years, with appetite falling with 
age. For example, 56% of 18-24 year olds said they would be prepared to 
change their diet, compared to 24% of those aged 65+. 

▪ However, those aged 45-54 were most likely to be prepared to switch to an 
electric vehicle (40%) and those aged 55-64 were most likely to be prepared 
to waste less (71%). 

Actions residents think the council could take 

As well as personal actions, the council also wanted to capture residents’ views on how they could 

change their own actions to address climate change. One of the areas the council is exploring is its 

waste collection services. Residents were asked how they thought the council should change its waste 

collection services to combat climate change. Again, residents were able to select any or all of the 

answer options. 

▪ Residents were most in support of the council lobbying for less packaging on food and other 

goods (53%), introducing food waste collections (52%) and giving residents a better 

understanding of what can be recycled (48%). 

▪ Around three in ten residents also felt larger green recycling bins should be provided (35%) and 

more information should be given on how items can be donated to charity (28%). 

▪ Just 7% felt no changes should be made, suggesting an appetite from residents for the council to 

take action on its waste collection services to help combat climate change. 

▪ Just 6% of residents thought that the frequency of waste collections should be reduced. 

Measurement Evaluation Learning:Usingevidence to shape better services Page 48 



                     

   
 

                                                                        

            

 
   

 

    

     

  

      

  

   

      
   

 

change? 
Base size: 1,103 

Lobby for less packaging on food and other goods 

Introduce food waste collections 

Give residents a better understanding of what can 
be recycled 

Provide larger green recycling bin 

Give more information of how to donate items to 
charity 

Provide smaller grey waste bin 

No changes should be made to combat climate 
change 

Other (e.g. better range of recycling, make recycling 
more accessible e.g. bring banks, HWRCs) 

Reduce frequency of waste collections 
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52% 

48% 
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Figure 5.4: How do you think the council should change waste collection services to combat climate 

Sub group analysis shows that there were significant variations by age and Rural Urban Classification: 

▪ Residents aged 25-44 were more likely to think the council should introduce 
food waste collections (60-62%) compared to those aged 55+ (33-47%). 

▪ Younger residents aged 18-44 were also more likely to think that larger green 
recycling bins should be provided (44-47%) compared to older residents (8%-
31%). 

▪ Those in rural areas were more likely to think that the council should lobby 
for less packaging on food and other goods (60%) compared to those in urban 
areas (51%). 

▪ Those in urban areas were more likely to think the council should provide 
larger green recycling bins (37% vs 30%). 

Indicative sub-group analysis 

▪ Residents in larger households (4 or more people) were more likely to think that the council 
should provide larger green recycling bins (48%-54%) than smaller households (21%-33%). 

▪ Residents in smaller households (1 or 2 people) were more likely to think that the council 
should reduce the frequently of waste collections (6%-8%) compared to those in larger 
households (5 or more people – 1%). 
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Conclusions 
Attitudes towards the local area 

When asked about their local area as a place to live, the vast majority of Basingstoke and Deane 

residents were satisfied (93%), with satisfaction broadly in line with 2019 (95%). This level of 

satisfaction is significantly higher compared than the LGA regional and national scores for 2021/22 

(74% and 80%). 

Compared to 2019, the proportion of residents satisfied with the way the council runs things has fallen 

5% points to 75%. However Basingstoke and Deane continues to out-perform the regional and 

national averages on this measure (both 62%). Agreement with Basingstoke and Deane Borough 

Council providing value for money has also fallen by 5% points since 2019, with 57% currently in 

agreement. However, even with this drop, perceptions within the borough outperform the regional 

benchmark score by 14% points and the national benchmark by 11% points. 

When asked if they feel informed about the services and benefits the council provides, just under half 

of residents agreed (49%). This is a significant fall from 2019 when 73% of residents felt well informed. 

The greatest proportion of those feeling uninformed reported feeling ‘not very well informed’ (34%) 

with 13% feeling ‘not well informed at all’. When compared to the regional and national scores, 

Basingstoke and Deane performs significantly lower. 

Looking at wider aspects of the local area, the vast majority of residents reported feeling safe when 

outside during the day (97%); an increase since 2019 and higher than elsewhere in the region and 

nationally. However, fewer felt safe after dark (74%). This is in broadly in line with the 2019 and 

regional and national findings. Basingstoke and Deane also continues to be seen by most as a place 

where people from different backgrounds get on well together (79% agreed; as in 2019) and a place 

where people feel they belong (83% agreed). 

Key sub-groups variations 

▪ Men were more likely to feel well informed about the council’s services and benefits than 

women and were also more likely to feel safe when outside in the local area during the day and 

after dark. 

▪ Older residents were more likely to be satisfied with their local area as a place to live, more 

likely to feel informed about the council’s services and benefits and had a greater sense of 

belonging. 

▪ Minority ethnic residents were more likely to agree that their local area is a place where people 

from different ethnic backgrounds get on well together, when compared to White residents. 
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However, minority ethnic residents were more likely to live in urban parts of the borough where 

agreement was generally higher. 

▪ When compared to rural areas, those living in urban areas were more likely to be satisfied with 

the way the council runs things and the value for money provided by the council. They were also 

more likely to agree that their area is a place where people from different ethnic backgrounds 

get on well together. However, residents in urban areas were less likely to feel safe in their local 

area and had a lower sense of belonging. 

Local area and services 

Good health services, low levels of crime and antisocial behaviour, having clean and litter free streets, 

access to the countryside and affordable housing were most commonly mentioned by residents as 

aspects that make an area a good place to live. However, health services and affordable housing were 

seen as aspects that most need improving in Basingstoke and Deane. 

When mapping aspects that make an area a good place to live against aspects that need improving, 

results show that the following aspects fall into the ‘high importance, high improvement’ quadrant, 

which can help to shape the council’s service delivery priorities: 

▪ Health services ▪ Public transport 

▪ Clean and litter free streets ▪ Facilities and activities for young children 

and teenagers 
▪ Affordable housing 

▪ Road and pavement repairs 
▪ Parking in my street 

When asked about specific services provided by the council, residents were most satisfied with waste 

collections (85%), parks and green spaces (85%), electoral services (80%) and recycling collections 

(79%). Satisfaction was lowest for sport and leisure services (53%) and car parks (55%); however this 

is driven by a higher proportion of residents who were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied or had no 

opinion. Dissatisfaction was highest for grass cutting and car parks (both 20%). 

Comparison with regional and national data for some of these council services shows Basingstoke and 

Deane outperforming other authorities for satisfaction with waste collections and parks and green 

spaces. Street cleaning satisfaction was in line with the national average but behind the regional 

average, whilst satisfaction with sport and leisure services is lower than both regional and national 

average scores. 

Communicating with the council 

In terms of receiving council information, the most popular methods were the council website and 

printed information provided by the council. Results also show that 75% of residents had used the 
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council’s online services. Middle-aged residents were more likely to have used these online services, 

as opposed to younger (18-24) and older (65+) residents. 

To explore what may be preventing other residents from accessing services online (digital exclusion), 

we asked what the key barriers were. Most said they weren’t interested in being online or had 

someone to help them if needed, whilst 22% said they didn’t have access to a computer and 14% 

lacked the confidence or skills. These factors are important to recognise when digital by default 

delivery strategies are being considered. Although, 28% of those that hadn’t used online services said 

they would be willing to use them in future, which is positive. 

Volunteering and physical activity 

A fifth (22%) of residents had provided unpaid help or support in the last 12 months, which has 

increased since 2019 when 18% said they had. Residents that hadn’t given their time told us that 

having more information on the local charities and organisations needing volunteers or more 

information on the different type of volunteer roles would be enablers to help them give up time to 

help others. 

We also explored residents needs to support them to become more physically active. Time was the 

most common barrier, followed by cost and personal motivation. 32% of residents said that lower 

prices for gyms or leisure centres would encourage them to be more active, whilst 21% said availability 

of local sport and leisure facilities close to home would help. 

Climate change 

A new set of questions were added to this year’s survey to explore awareness of actions residents can 

take to address climate change and any actions individuals are prepared to take to address it. Almost 

six in ten (59%) residents said they feel well informed about actions they can take, whilst 29% felt ‘not 

very well informed’ and 10% felt ‘not well informed at all’. 

In regards to personal actions, there was high levels of willingness to take actions like turning off 

appliances that aren’t being used, wasting less (especially food) and walking or cycling more. These 

actions could also be linked to behaviour change based on rising costs of living. Replacing heating 

systems or being involved in wider activities with other residents were less common. However, given 

the high proportion of residents feeling uninformed of actions they can take, it may be a lack of 

understanding of some actions is preventing them. 

When asked what initiatives they felt the council should take, specifically for waste collection services, 

around half of residents suggested that the council should lobby for less packaging on goods, 

Measurement Evaluation Learning:Usingevidence to shape better services Page 52 



                     

   
 

                                                                        

      

         

     

 

          

        

       

          

         

         

          

      

        

              

       

           

           

         

          

        

          

  

  

introduce food waste collections and give residents a better understanding of what can be recycled. 

Actions that involved the resident having a reduced service by providing a smaller grey waste bin or 

reducing the frequency of waste collections were much less popular. 

Potential impact of COVID-19 

As highlighted at the beginning of this report, the overall objective of this year’s survey was to capture 

resident perceptions to inform service prioritisation and improvement, particularly whether any of 

these had changed in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

One of the key changes highlighted is the change in factors reported by residents as making an area a 

good place to live. Health services has moved to the top position, whilst shopping facilities has moved 

out of the top five factors. Health services were of course impacted considerably by the pandemic and 

played a significant role, with much greater usage and importance. There has also been a clear shift 

towards greater online shopping following the pandemic. As noted above, there has also been an 

increase in the number of residents stating, ‘access to the countryside’ and ‘natural green space and 

wildlife’ make an area a good place to live in this year’s survey; with a growth in use and appreciation 

of these aspects being another key legacy of the pandemic. 

Feelings of safety in the local area during the day has also increased since 2019. This could potentially 

be linked to the pandemic, although more insight into these findings and perceptions of safety (and 

feeling safe against, or from, COVID-19) would be required to understand this and how residents 

perceived this question. On the other hand, results for belonging to the local area have fallen 

significantly since 2019. This could be a negative impact of changing behaviours following the 

pandemic, with residents spending more time in the local area which has subsequently generated 

more negative perceptions. 
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