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Executive Summary 
 
Background and Method 
 
This report represents the findings of a resident survey which was conducted by 
Marketing Means on behalf of Cherwell District Council during May/June 2016.  
 
The resident survey was sent to a sample of households across the authority area to 
gauge satisfaction with the Council services and the local area, as well as asking 
about service priorities.  
 

The survey was sent out to a random sample of 3,500 households and one further 
reminder mailing was issued to non respondents. 
 
A total of 1,034 valid surveys were returned, giving a response rate of 31%. 
 
All households in the sample received a postal survey with an opportunity to 
complete the survey online. 36 online surveys were completed (which are included in 
the response rate above).  
 
The final respondent profile was ‘weighted’ by age and gender in order to be 
reflective of Cherwell’s population as a whole. All charts and data in this report are 
base on ‘weighted’ data.  
 

Local area as a place to live 
 
80% were satisfied with their local area as a place to live.  
 
Among the factors providing greatest levels of dissatisfaction were issues around 
the town centres and access to jobs: ‘the town centres attract people to shop’ 
(42% dissatisfied); ‘the availability of good quality jobs’ (31% dissatisfied); ‘the 
location of jobs’ (26% dissatisfied) and ‘the look and feel of town centres’ (24% 
dissatisfied). 
 
That said however, town centre development ranked very low on the priority 
areas for which the Council should maintain the current level of service 
provision. 
 

Overall views of Cherwell District Council 
 
Over two thirds (69%) were satisfied with the services provided by Cherwell District 
Council overall (12% dissatisfied). 
 
However, large proportions of respondents did not feel very or fairly well informed 
about the benefits and services the Council provides (40%) nor what it spends 
money on (51%). 
 
Just over a third (35%) agreed Cherwell District Council provides value for money 
(23% disagreed). 
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Environmental services 
 

High levels of satisfaction with: the Council’s household waste collection service 
(82%); the Council’s household recycling collection service (80%) and the Council’s 
household food and garden waste collection service (83%).  
 
All three of these services were highlighted as the main priority areas for the 
Council to maintain the current level of service provision. 
 
Relatively high levels of satisfaction reported with each of the following aspects of 
the collection services: the range of service; the friendliness and helpfulness of waste 
collection staff and the general execution of the actual service collections.  
 
The aspect yielding the lowest level of satisfaction was the frequency of collection, 
with around 70% satisfied with the frequency of each of the three services. 
 
62% were satisfied with the street cleaning service, 18% were dissatisfied. 
Aspects generating greatest levels of dissatisfaction were issues around: the 
control of dog waste; the issuing of fines for littering and dog fouling; information 
around littering and littering campaigns/neighbourhood blitzes.  
 
There were high levels of satisfaction with recycling centres overall (77%); the 
location of them (75%) and the items you can recycle (77%), however only 60% were 
satisfied with how clean and tidy the facilities were (20% dissatisfied). 
 
40% were satisfied with the Council’s approach to dealing with environmental crime, 
22% were dissatisfied. 
 

Leisure and recreation 
 

69% were satisfied with the way parks and play areas are looked after (12% were 
dissatisfied).  
 
A third (33%) of those who responded felt there were ‘too few’ parks/open spaces 
and play areas. 
 
Overall satisfaction with leisure facilities was 63%, which climbed to 69% for 
those who have used them in the past 12 months 
 
Satisfaction with various aspects of the local leisure facilities: 64% for the range of 
facilities available; 61% for the cleanliness and condition; 59% with staff, 51% for 
refreshment/catering at venues and 49% for the cost of using them. 
 
Over a quarter (27%) were dissatisfied with the cost of using the local leisure 
facilities. 

 
Under a third (30%) of respondents had used or participated in leisure activities 
provided by Cherwell District Council in the past 12 months. 

 
Overall satisfaction with leisure activities was 54%, which climbed to 68% for 
those who have used them in the past 12 months 

 
Sports and leisure facilities/activities ranked very low on the priority areas for 
which the Council should maintain the current level of service provision. 
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Community safety 
 
Less than half (42%) were satisfied with the Council’s approach to dealing with anti-
social behaviour and nuisance (23% dissatisfied). 
 
Only 36% agreed the Police and Local Council are dealing with anti-social behaviour 
and nuisance in the area, 26% disagreed. 
 
Aspects highlighted as the greatest issues were around visual presence of the 
police and community wardens (43% and 52% dissatisfied respectively); how 
vandalism/graffiti is dealt with (46% dissatisfied) and how youths hanging around on 
the streets is dealt with (53% dissatisfied). 
 
Although there were high levels of residents feeling safe in their homes and local 
communities, 40% of respondents outlined they felt fairly or very unsafe when 
walking alone in the town centre after dark. 
 

Car parking 
 
Overall 62% were satisfied with local car parking facilities, 21% were dissatisfied.  
 
The main area of dissatisfaction revolved around price of parking where 40% were 
fairly or very dissatisfied. 
 
 

Local economy 
 
A high level of concern overall with the nation’s current budget deficit (77% 
concerned). 
 
Around a third (32%) agreed that their household has been affected by public 
spending cuts. 
 
In terms of the Council, 42% agreed they trust Cherwell Council will do what is right 
for residents in the current economic climate (27% disagreed). 
 
Respondents were very much of the opinion that there were efficiency savings to 
made in the Council to avoid cutting services (53% agreed) and respondents were 
against paying more council tax to maintain current services (54%). 
 

Contact and information 
 

High levels of satisfaction with: the information about contacting the council; and the 
Staff.   
 
However, levels of satisfaction fell away a little in the areas of; being directed to the 
right person/department (68%); speed of response (65%); the Council keeping to 
promises (60%) and the final outcome of queries/complaints (64%). 
 
Most common sources of information about the Council were the Cherwell Link 
magazine and the Council’s website, for which 69% were satisfied with the Cherwell 
Link magazine and 72% were satisfied with the Council’s website. 
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Introduction 

Background and objectives 
 
Cherwell District Council commissioned Marketing Means to undertake a resident 
survey to gauge satisfaction with the Council’s services and the area where they live, 
as well as asking about service priorities. 
 
Objective was to reach a target of 1,060 responses overall to ensure statistical 
robustness of the results.  
 
 

Method 
 
The resident survey was undertaken using a postal survey supported by an online 
survey. 
 
Cherwell District Council provided a postal address file of all households in the 
authority area. Marketing Means stratified this file by ward area and randomly 
selected a sample of 3,500 households. 
 
The reason for stratifying the sample by ward in the first instance was to assist with 
achieving a geographically representative response to the survey. 
 

Marketing Means sent out a paper questionnaire, along with a covering letter and a 
C5 freepost reply envelope to all households in the sample. Marketing Means also 
provided a free phone helpline number facility for residents to use in case of any 
queries about the survey or requests for different formats. 
 
Each survey carried a unique ID number for identification purposes, to ensure any 
subsequent reminder mailings were only sent to non-respondents.  
 
All residents in the sample were also provided with the alternative option of 
completing the survey online if they wished, using their unique login details which 
were included in the covering letter along with a link to the online survey. 
 
The survey was initially sent to all the households in the sample during the week 
commencing 13th June 2016. Those who had not responded were sent a full pack 
reminder during the week commencing 4th July 2016. The closing date for returns 
was the 20th July 2016. 
 

Marketing Means inputted all survey data electronically using Confirmit scanning 
software. 10% of all responses were verified to check the accuracy of the data held. 
 

The analysis contained in this report was conducted using the SPSS statistical 
software package. 

 
Note Cherwell District Council also made an additional open online survey available for 
any resident to complete and this was publicised directly by the Council. The question 
set was exactly the same; however the results from this open survey have not been 
incorporated within this report.   
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Cherwell District Council Residents’ Survey 
 

Confidence  
A target was set to achieve 1,060 completed surveys in order to meet the 
recommended confidence level of +/-3%. 
 

A confidence level or interval is a measure of how reliable the results from the 
sample are in relation to the wider population.  
 

Example: A confidence interval of +/- 3% at a 95% confidence interval, means that 
any proportion given has a 95% likelihood of being no more than 3% higher or lower 
in the wider population; e.g. if the satisfaction level with a particular service is 65% for 
the sample (i.e. all respondents), the true figure for the entire population will be 
between 62% and 68%, 95% of the time. 
 

The calculation for this is: 
 

 
 
 
Weighting data 
In order to provide a representative view of the population of Cherwell as a whole the 
data achieved was weighted with consideration for the following factors: age and 
gender to reduce any bias of over or under represented groups. 
 

*Please note the survey was open to any household member who was 18yrs or over. 

 
All data in this report is based on weighted data. 
 

Rounding 
Figures for charts and tables have been rounded and may not total 100%.  
 
Further notes 

 ‘Don’t knows’, ‘not applicables’ and ‘no replies’ have been omitted from the data and 
charts in this report unless stated. 

 
 

Acknowledgements  
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Council for their help with this project.  
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Response   
 
Overall 
 
Cherwell District Council provided a postal address file, which Marketing Means 
stratified by ward area before taking a sample using a random sample facility. The 
size of the sample (3,500) was chosen with the aim of generating a response of 
1,060 responses overall (at least a 30% response rate).  
 
A total of 1,034 valid surveys were returned. Unfortunately 112 surveys were 
returned by Royal Mail as undelivered, which would suggest a relatively high 
proportion of ‘deadwood’ in the sample file provided by Cherwell District Council. To 
calculate the response rate, the following formula was used: 
 

(Number of questionnaires returned) 
(Number of people in the sample less undelivered) 

 
The response rate is, therefore, 1,034 / (3,500-112) = 31%. 

 
As a result although the target of at least 30% was achieved, the response just fell 
short of the 1,060 response target.  
 
However, a response of 1,034 still provides an overall confidence level of +/-3% at 
the 95% level. 
 
 
Ward analysis 
 
Throughout this report reference has been made to data at a Ward level, however, 
caution needs to be given when interpreting the results at this level because of the 
relatively small base numbers involved. Number of responses achieved at ward level 
ranged from 46 in Banbury Ruscote to 78 in Bicester East. 
 
As a result confidence with data on a Ward level is likely to be +/- 11-15% at the 95% 
level. Although differences at this area level may not be significant, it may allow the 
Council to highlight possible issues in different areas and maybe concentrate 
resources on further work in these areas to follow them up.  
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Respondent profiles  
 
The final respondent profile was weighted by age and gender in order to be more 
reflective of Cherwell’s population as a whole. The respondent profiles below show 
the unweighted and weighted data achieved. 
 
Note: The data and charts in this report are based on weighted data. 
 

Age (Q48) Base: 1,003 
Age category Weighted Unweighted 

18-24yrs 2% 1% 

25-34yrs 18% 8% 

35-44yrs 23% 13% 

45-54yrs 19% 19% 

55-64yrs 15% 22% 

65-74yrs 13% 22% 

75+yrs 10% 15% 

 

Gender (Q49) Base: 976 
 Weighted Unweighted 

Male 49% 41% 

Female 51% 59% 

Transgender 0% 0% 
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Section 1.0 Your local area as a place to live 
 

1.1 Satisfaction with your local area as a place to live 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your local area as a place to 
live?’  Base: 1,001  
 

Overall satisfaction with the local area as a place to live was 80% with a confidence 
interval of +/-2.5% at the 95% level. 
 
Chart 1: 

 
 

Differences 
 

 A third (33%) of those respondents aged 65yrs+ were very satisfied with their 
local area as a place to live which was significantly higher than those aged 35-
44yrs at only 17%. 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with their local area as a place to live, 
with 84% very or fairly satisfied compared with 75% of Males. 

 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 91% in Launton & Otmoor to 55% in Banbury Ruscote. 

 
Other research 
 

We can make some observations from other research which has taken place 
although these are not directly comparable, with the data achieved for this survey. 
 

 The LGA have been undertaking a quarterly telephone poll on resident 
satisfaction with a national sample since September 2012, this has shown levels 
of satisfaction with ‘the local area’ between 80-85% (June 2016 – 82%). 
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1.2 Satisfaction with aspects of the district 
 
‘And, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following across the 
district, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’ 
 

 
Chart 2: 

 
 
Nearly two thirds (64%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the way their neighbourhood 
looks and feels, 18% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just under half (46%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the look and feel of town 
centres, just under a quarter (24%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just over half (53%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with how new buildings look, 18% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just under half (49%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with how older buildings are looked 
after, a fifth (20%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
39% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the availability of good quality jobs, 31% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
40% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the location of jobs, just over a quarter 26% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
A third (33%) were satisfied (score 1-4) that the town centres attract people to shop, 
42% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

Base: 1,316 

Base: 1,016 

Base: 1,014 

Base: 975 

Base: 949 

Base: 697 

Base: 692 

Base: 991 

Base: 834 

Base: 820 

Base: 675 

Base: 812 

Base: 897 

Base: 548 

Base: 801 
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Just under a quarter (24%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the availability of homes 
to rent or purchase at an affordable price for most people, however over half (55%) 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just under a quarter (23%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the location of homes to 
rent or purchase at an affordable price for most people, however over half (51%) 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
A third (33%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the provision of council services in rural 
areas, 38% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 Those dissatisfied across wards varied from 18% in Kidlington East to 59% in 
Cropredy, Sibfords & Wroxton 

 
30% were satisfied (score 1-4) with how a balance is achieved between protecting 
rural environments whilst managing new development however, 39% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
43% were satisfied (score 1-4) with public transport provision, 36% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 Those dissatisfied across wards varied from 13% in Kidlington East to 75% in 
Cropredy, Sibfords & Wroxton 

 
Over half (57%) were satisfied (score 1-4) that they have the opportunity to 
volunteer, 14% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
40% were satisfied (score 1-4) that they able to have their say, just over a quarter 
(28%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
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Section 2.0: Environmental Services  
 
2.1 Street Cleaning Service 
 
2.1.1 Satisfaction with street cleaning service 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the street cleaning service?’  
Base: 972  
 

Overall satisfaction with the street cleaning service was 62% with a confidence 
interval of +/-3.0% at the 95% level, 19% dissatisfied. 
 
Chart 3: 

 
 
Differences 
 

 No significant differences across age categories. 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with the street cleaning service, with 
68% very or fairly satisfied compared with 56% of Males. Males were 
significantly more dissatisfied with the service compared to Females (24% 
compared with 15%). 

 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 74% in Bicester North & Caversfield to 45% in Fringford & Heyfords. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 11% in Bicester East and Bicester North & Caversfield to 29% in 
Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 
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Other research 
 

We can make some observations from other research which has taken place 
although these are not directly comparable, with the data achieved for this survey. 
 

 The LGA have been undertaking a quarterly telephone poll on resident 
satisfaction with a national sample since September 2012, this has shown levels 
of satisfaction with ‘street cleaning’ service between 69-76% (June 2016 – 69%). 

 
2.1.2 Satisfaction with aspects of street cleaning service 
 
‘How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the street 
cleaning service, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 4: 

 
 
Nearly two thirds (63%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the cleanliness of their local 
areas, 18% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 Those satisfied across wards varied from 75% in Deddington to 49% in Banbury 
Cross & Neithrop. 

 Those dissatisfied across wards varied from 10% in Deddington to 30% in 
Banbury, Grimsbury & Hightown. 

 
59% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the cleanliness of local town/urban centre 
(Banbury, Bicester or Kidlington), 16% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
Just over half (52%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the frequency with which the 
streets are cleaned, 23% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 

Base: 1,015 

Base: 1,002 

Base: 796 

Base: 960 

Base: 772 

Base: 912 

Base: 844 

Base: 540 

Base: 711 

Base: 628 
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Just over half (54%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the number of litter bins in public 
places, 23% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just under half (47%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the number of dog waste bins 
in public places, nearly a third (32%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just over half (53%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with on street recycling bins, located 
in urban areas next to litter bins, a quarter (25%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
44% were satisfied (score 1-4) that the street cleaning service was limiting the 
amount of dog waste in public places, 30% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
39% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the issuing of fines for littering and dog fouling 
however, 44% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
34% were satisfied (score 1-4) with littering campaigns and information regarding 
littering however, 38% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
42% were satisfied (score 1-4) with neighbourhood litter blitzes, a third (33%) were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 Those satisfied across wards varied from 59% in Bicester North & Caversfield to 
29% in Bicester East. 

 Those dissatisfied across wards varied from 13% in Banbury Hardwick to 45% 
in Banbury Calthorpe & Easington. 
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2.2 Environmental Crime and Enforcement 
 

2.2.1 Satisfaction with the Council’s approach 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the Council’s approach to 
dealing with environmental crime?’  Base: 794  
 

Overall satisfaction with the Council’s approach to dealing with environmental crime 
was 40%, 22% were dissatisfied. 

 
Chart 5a: 

 
 
Differences 
 

 60% of respondents aged 75yrs+ were very or fairly satisfied with the Council’s 
approach to dealing with environmental crime which was significantly higher than 
those aged 25-34yrs and 35-44yrs (30% and 35% respectively). 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with the Council’ approach to dealing 
with environmental crime, with 47% very or fairly satisfied compared with a 
third (33%) of Males. Males were significantly more dissatisfied with the service 
compared to Females (26% compared with 17%). 

 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 57% in Kidlington West to 26% in Fringford & Heyfords. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 12% in Kidlington East to 36% in Fringford & Heyfords. 
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2.2.2 Fixed Penalty Notices 
 
‘Are you aware of any fixed penalty notices being issued by Cherwell District 
Council Environmental Officers in your local area?’  Base: 1,017 
 
Chart 5b: 

 

 
 
Only 15% were aware of fixed penalty notices being issued by Cherwell District 
Council Environmental Enforcement Officers in their local area, 85% were not. 
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2.2.3 Street Offences 
 
‘To what extent do you support or oppose the Council’s policy of a zero 
tolerance approach to ‘on street offences’ (i.e. giving a fine to those people 
issued with a fixed penalty notice for littering, dog fouling or abandoned 
vehicles?’  Base: 985 
 
Chart 5c: 

 

 
 
 
94% support the Council’s zero tolerance approach to ‘on street offences’, only 1% 
oppose the policy. 
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2.3 Household Waste Collection 
 
2.3.1 Satisfaction with waste collection 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the green bin collection 
service?’  Base: 1,016  
 

Overall satisfaction with the green bin collection service was 82% with a confidence 
interval of +/-2.4% at the 95% level, 10% were dissatisfied. 
 
Chart 6: 

 

 
Differences 

 94% those respondents aged 75yrs+ were very or fairly satisfied with the green 
bin collection service which was significantly higher than some of the other age 
categories most notable 35-44yrs (73%) and 55-64yrs (79%). 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 93% in Kidlington West to 70% in Banbury, Grimsbury & Hightown. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 1% in Bicester East to 20% in Banbury Ruscote. 

 
Other research 
We can make some observations from other research which has taken place 
although these are not directly comparable, with the data achieved for this survey. 
 

 The LGA have been undertaking a quarterly telephone poll on resident 
satisfaction with a national sample since September 2012, this has shown levels 
of satisfaction with ‘waste collection’ service between 77-86% (June 2016 – 
80%). 
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2.3.2 Satisfaction with aspects of waste collection 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
green bin collection service, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very 
dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 7: 

 
 
Over three quarters (78%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with how clean and tidy the 
area is following collections, only 9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
69% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the frequency of refuse collections, 18% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
74% were satisfied (score 1-4) that their bin is returned to the point of collection 
following being emptied, 17% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
80% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the friendliness and helpfulness of refuse 
collection staff, only 9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 1,015 

Base: 1,009 

Base: 1,007 

Base: 766 
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2.4 Household Recycling Collections 
 
2.4.1 Satisfaction with household recycling collection service 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the household recycling 
collection service?’ (Blue bin)  Base: 1,006  
 

Overall satisfaction with the household recycling collection service was 80% with a 
confidence interval of +/-2.5% at the 95% level, 10% were dissatisfied. 
 
Chart 8: 

 

 
Differences 
 

 92% those respondents aged 75yrs+ were very or fairly satisfied with the 
household recycling collection service which was significantly higher than some 
of the other age categories most notable 25-34yrs (77%) and 35-44yrs (73%). 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with the household recycling collection 
service, with 85% very or fairly satisfied compared with 75% of Males. 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 90% in Bicester North & Caversfield to 58% in Banbury Ruscote. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 4% in Banbury Calthorpe & Easington to 21% in Banbury Ruscote. 
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2.4.2 Satisfaction with aspects of the household recycling 
collection service 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
household recycling collection service, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very 
dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 9: 

 
 
72% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the range of materials taken for recycling, 14% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
70% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the frequency of recycling collections, 16% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
77% were satisfied (score 1-4) with how clean and tidy the area is following 
recycling collections, only 9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
77% were satisfied (score 1-4) with kerbside small electricals collection scheme, 
13% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
78% were satisfied (score 1-4) with kerbside battery collection scheme, 13% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 

Base: 1,006 

Base: 1,012 

Base: 999 

Base: 610 

Base: 620 
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2.5 Household Food and Garden Waste Collections 
 
2.5.1 Satisfaction with food and garden waste collection 
service 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the household food and 
garden waste collection service?’ (Brown bin)  Base: 982  
 

Overall satisfaction with the food and garden waste collection service is 83% with a 
confidence interval of +/-2.3% at the 95% level, 8% dissatisfied. 
 
Chart 8: 

 
 
Differences 
 

 No significant differences across age categories when comparing those who 
were satisfied or dissatisfied. 

 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with the household food and garden 
waste collection service, with 87% very or fairly satisfied compared with 80% of 
Males. 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 90% in Bicester North & Caversfield and Banbury Hardwick to 71% in 
Banbury Ruscote. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 2% in Banbury Calthorpe & Easington and Bicester North & 
Caversfield to 19% in Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 
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2.5.2 Satisfaction with aspects of the food and garden waste 
collection service 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
food and garden waste collection service, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is 
very dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 11: 
 

 

 
 
 
84% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the range of materials taken for composting, 
only 7% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
70% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the frequency of food and garden waste 
collections, 18% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 942 

Base: 971 
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2.6 Information on waste, recycling, food and garden waste 
collection service 
 
‘To what extent do you agree or disagree that Cherwell District Council 
provides you with enough information on the waste, recycling and food and 
garden waste collection services?’ Base: 989  

 
Chart 12: 

 
 
Around two thirds (67%) agreed that they are provided with enough information on 
the waste, recycling and food and garden waste collection services, only 9% 
disagreed. 
 
Differences 
 

 No significant differences across age categories when comparing those who 
agreed or disagreed. 

 

 Females were significantly more likely to agree that they are provided with 
enough information (74%) compared with 60% of Males. 
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2.7 Waste following collections 
 
‘How much do you know about what happens to your waste after collections?’   

 
Chart 13: 

 

 

 
Around half knew ‘a lot’ or ‘a little’ about what happens with the waste from the green 
bin (50%), blue bin (49%) and brown bin (51%) after collection. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 1,023 

Base: 1,016 

Base: 1,017 
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2.8 Recycling Centres 
 
2.8.1 Frequency of use 
 
‘How often do you use a recycling centre?’ Base: 1,027  
 
 

Chart 14: 
 

 
 
 
56% of respondents use recycling centres at least on a monthly basis, only 6% have 
never used them. 
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2.8.2 Satisfaction with recycling centres 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the recycling centres?’ Base: 
963  
 

Overall satisfaction with recycling centres was 77% with a confidence interval of     
+/-2.7% at the 95% level, 8% dissatisfied. 
 
 

Chart 15a: 
 

 
 

 
Differences 
 

 No significant differences across age or gender when comparing those satisfied 
or dissatisfied. 

 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 85% in Bicester East and Bicester South & Ambrosden to 57% in Banbury 
Grimsbury & Hightown. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 2% in Bicester East and Fringford & Heyfords to 18% in Banbury 
Cross & Neithrop. 
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2.8.3 Satisfaction with aspects of local recycling centres 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
local recycling centres, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 15b: 
 

 

 
 
Three quarters (75%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the location of recycling 
centres, 13% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
Just over three quarters (77%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the items you can 
recycle, 10% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
60% were satisfied (score 1-4) with how clean and tidy the facilities were, 20% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 977 

Base: 968 

Base: 973 
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Section 3.0 Leisure and Recreation 
 
3.1 Parks/open spaces and play areas 
 
3.1.1 Visited parks/open spaces and play areas 
 
‘In which if any of the following locations have you visited/used PARKS/OPEN 
SPACES in the past 12 months?’  Base: 956 - MULTI 
 

‘In which if any of the following locations have you visited/used PLAY AREAS 
in the past 12 months?’  Base: 803 - MULTI 
 
 

Chart 16a/b: 
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3.1.2 Frequency of visit to parks/open spaces and play areas 
 
‘Roughly, how often do you visit the PARKS/OPEN SPACES?’  Base: 717  
 

‘Roughly, how often do you visit the PLAY AREAS?’  Base: 474  
 
Chart 17a/b: 

 

 
 
 
Of those who have used the parks/open spaces in the past 12 months, 45% have 
done so at least on a weekly basis. 
 
Of those who have used the play areas in the past 12 months, 41% have done so at 
least on a weekly basis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parks/Open 
spaces 

Play Areas 
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3.1.3 Satisfaction with parks and play areas 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way parks and play 
areas are looked after?’ Base: 825  

 
Chart 18: 
 

 

 
Overall satisfaction with the way parks and play areas are looked after was 69%, 
12% were dissatisfied. 

 
 
Differences 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 85% in Deddington to 52% in Banbury Ruscote. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 2% in Deddington to 21% in Banbury Ruscote and Bicester West. 
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3.1.4 Satisfaction with aspects of the local parks/open spaces 
and play areas 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
local parks/open spaces and play areas, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very 
dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 19: 

 

 
 
 
71% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the cleanliness, 12% were dissatisfied (score 
7-10). 
 
Two thirds (66%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the maintenance of grass and 
meadow areas, 17% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
70% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the maintenance of trees, shrubs & bedding 
plants, 13% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
64% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the maintenance of play areas and play 
equipment, 14% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
69% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the maintenance of outdoor sports pitches, 13% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
67% were satisfied (score 1-4) with how safe they feel using the parks/open spaces 
and play areas, 13% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
 

Base: 815 

Base: 787 

Base: 542 

Base: 814 

Base: 659 

Base: 828 
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3.1.5 Number of parks/open spaces and play areas 
 
‘Do you think the number of PARKS/OPEN SPACES available is about right, 
too few or too many?’  Base: 776  
 

‘Do you think the number of PARKS/OPEN SPACES available is about right, 
too few or too many?’  Base: 590  
 
Charts 20a/b: 
 
PARKS/OPEN SPACES    PLAY AREAS 

 

 
 
 
A third (33%) of those who responded felt there were ‘too few’ parks/open spaces 
and play areas. 
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3.2 Leisure Facilities 
 
3.2.1 Leisure facilities used 
 
‘Which, if any, of the following local leisure facilities have you used in the past 
12 months?’  Base: 1,006  
 
Chart 21: 

 

 

 
The most common leisure facilities used were the Spiceball Leisure Centre in 
Banbury and the Bicester Leisure Centre (24% and 21% respectively). 

 
46% of those who responded have not used any of the local leisure facilities in the 
past 12 months. 
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3.2.2 Satisfaction with leisure facilities provided by Cherwell 
District Council 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the leisure facilities 
provided by Cherwell District Council?’ Base: 686  

 

  Total 

User/Non-User 

User Non-User No Data 

BASE 686 507 164 15 

Satisfied 62.6% 69.2% 44.7% 33.4% 

Dissatisfied 13.7% 13.8% 11.6% 34.2% 

Neither 23.7% 17.0% 43.6% 32.4% 

 
Overall 63% were satisfied with the leisure facilities provided by the Council, 14% 
were dissatisfied. 
 
Differences 
 

 Users of the local leisure facilities (in the past 12 months) were significantly more 
satisfied with them (69%) compared with 45% of non-users. 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 85% in Banbury Hardwick to 46% in Bicester North & Caversfield. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 5% in Deddington to 23% in Bicester West. 
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3.2.3 Satisfaction with aspects of local leisure facilities 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
local leisure facilities, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 22: 

 
 
64% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the range of leisure facilities available, 15% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
Around half (49)% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the cost of using facilities and just 
over a quarter (27%) were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
61% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the cleanliness and condition of venue, 16% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
59% were satisfied (score 1-4) with staff knowledge/professionalism, 14% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
51% were satisfied (score 1-4) with refreshment/catering at sports venues, 22% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 

Base: 614 

Base: 530 

Base: 651 

Base: 577 

Base: 633 
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3.3 Leisure Activities 
 
3.3.1 Leisure Activities - Participation 
 
‘Which, of the following statements best describes you?’  Base: 828  
 
Chart 23: 

 
 
Just under a third (30%) have used/participated in leisure activities provided by 
Cherwell in the past 12 months. A further 37% are aware of them but have not used 
or participated in the past 12 months. 
 
The remaining third of respondents (33%) are currently unaware of the leisure 
activities provided by Cherwell, approximately half of which would like to find out 
more (16%). 
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3.3.2 Satisfaction with Leisure Activities 

 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the leisure activities 
provided by Cherwell District Council?’ Base: 604  

 

 
Total 

User/Non-User 

User Non-User No Data 

BASE 604 245 293 66 

Satisfied 53.5% 67.8% 43.4% 45.4% 

Dissatisfied 10.9% 11.9% 9.1% 15.7% 

Neither 35.5% 20.3% 47.5% 38.9% 

 
Overall 54% were satisfied with the leisure activities provided by Cherwell Council, 
11% were dissatisfied. 
 
Differences 
 

 Users of the leisure activities (in the past 12 months) were significantly more 
satisfied with them (68%) compared with 43% of non-users (i.e. those not used in 
past 12 months and those unaware). 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with leisure activities provided by the 
Council, with 60% very or fairly satisfied compared with 48% of Males. 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 78% in Banbury Hardwick to 30% in Bicester East. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 0% in Banbury Hardwick to 27% in Bicester West. 
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Section 4.0 Community Safety 
 
4.1 Satisfaction with Council’s approach to dealing with anti-
social behaviour and nuisance  
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the Council’s approach to 
dealing with anti-social behaviour and nuisance?’ Base: 730  

 
Chart 24: 

 
 
Overall 42% were satisfied with the Council’s approach to dealing with anti-social 
behaviour and nuisance, 23% were dissatisfied. 
 
Differences 
 

 35-44yrs were significantly more dissatisfied (36%) compared with some of the 
other age groups: 25-34yrs (16%) and 75+ yrs (12%). 
 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 11% in Bicester North & Caversfield and Kiddlington East to 39% in 
Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 
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4.2 Incidents of anti-social behaviour and nuisance  
 
‘Have you reported any incidents of anti-social behaviour/nuisance in your 
local area to either of the following in the past 12 months?’ Base: 999 - MULTI 

 
Chart 25: 

 

 
 
Of those who responded a third (33%) outlined they had reported or experienced 
incidents of anti-social behaviour/nuisance in the past 12 months, 20% however did 
not report these incidents. 

 
Differences 
 

 Those who had reported or experienced incidents of anti-social 
behaviour/nuisance in the past 12 months at ward level varied from 62% in 
Banbury Cross & Neithrop to 9% in Fringford & Heyfords. 
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4.3 Satisfaction with aspects of the way the Council and 
Partners deal with anti-social behaviour and nuisance 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the way 
the Council and its partners deal with anti-social behaviour and nuisance, 
where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’   
 
Chart 26: 

 
 
44% were satisfied (score 1-4) with speed of response to complaints of anti-social 
behaviour/nuisance, 28% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
36% were satisfied (score 1-4) with noise control/dealing with noise pollution, 35% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
A third (33%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the visual presence of police, however 
43% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Only a quarter (25%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the visual presence of 
community wardens, compared with 52% who were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Only 29% were satisfied (score 1-4) with how vandalism/graffiti is dealt with, 
compared with 46% who were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Less than a quarter (24%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with how youths hanging 
around on the streets is dealt with, compared with 53% who were dissatisfied (score 
7-10). 
 

 

Base: 706 

Base: 420 

Base: 268 

Base: 602 

Base: 277 

Base: 422 
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4.4 Police and Local Council dealing with anti-social 
behaviour and nuisance in this area 

 
‘How much do you agree or disagree that the Police and Local Council are 
dealing with anti-social behaviour and nuisance in this area?’ Base: 688 

 
Chart 27: 

 
 
Overall 36% agreed the Police and Local Council are dealing with anti-social 
behaviour and nuisance in this area, 26% disagreed. 

 
Differences 
 

 Those agreeing that the Police and Local Council are dealing with anti-social 
behaviour/nuisance varied at ward level ranging from 55% in Bicester South & 
Ambrosden to 16% in Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 

 
 Those disagreeing that the Police and Local Council are dealing with anti-social 

behaviour/nuisance varied at ward level ranging from 14% in Kidlington East to 
46% in Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

45 

4.5 Safe / Unsafe 
 
‘How safe or unsafe do you feel in each of the following situations?’  

 
Chart 28: 

 
 
Very high level of those feeling safe walking alone in the community or local town 
centre during daylight, as well those feeling safe alone in their home during daylight 
or after dark. 
 
72% felt safe walking alone in the community after dark, 28% felt unsafe. 
 
60% felt safe walking alone in the town centre after dark, 40% felt unsafe. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 812 

Base: 998 

Base: 907 

Base: 984 

Base: 991 

Base: 1,001 
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Section 5.0 Car Parks 
 
5.1 Car park usage  
 
‘In which, if any of the following locations have you used the car parks 
operated by Cherwell District Council in the past 12 months’ Base: 1,017   

 
Chart 29: 
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5.2 Season ticket or blue badge  
 
‘Do you hold a season ticket or a blue badge for parking in Cherwell’ Base: 
1,021 
 
Chart 30: 

  
 
6% of those who responded hold a season ticket or blue badge for parking in 
Cherwell. 
 

5.3 Satisfaction with local car parking facilities  
 
‘Overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the local car parking 
facilities’ Base: 939 
 

  Total 

User/Non-User 

User Non-User No Data 

BASE 939 879 54 5 

Satisfied 61.8% 62.5% 48.3% 78.7% 

Dissatisfied 21.4% 20.9% 29.4% 21.3% 

Neither 16.9% 16.6% 22.2% 0.0% 

 
Overall 62% were satisfied with the local car parking facilities, 21% were 
dissatisfied. 
 
Differences 
 

 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 93% in Kidlington East to 33% in Banbury Ruscote. 

 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 5% in Kidlington East to 40% in Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

48 

5.4 Satisfaction with aspects of local car parking facilities 
 
‘And how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of the 
local car parking facilities, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very 
dissatisfied?’   

 
Chart 31: 

 
 
81% were satisfied (score 1-4) that they were easy to find, only 7% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
78% were satisfied (score 1-4) with feeling safe and secure, only 8% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
71% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the number and location of pay and display 
machines, 11% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
41% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the price of parking, 40% were dissatisfied 
(score 7-10). 
 
57% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the information about price, 22% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
63% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the information about how long you can stay, 
16% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
63% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the information about parking on the Cherwell 
Council website, 14% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

Base: 883 

Base: 882 

Base: 932 

Base: 898 

Base: 923 

Base: 908 

Base: 415 

Base: 306 

Base: 340 
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55% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the ease of payment using the mobile phone 
payment system, 26% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Two thirds (66%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with the disabled parking facilities, 19% 
were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

Section 6.0 Overall views of Cherwell District 
Council 
 

6.1 Overall views 
 

6.1.1 Satisfaction with services provided by Cherwell Council 
 
‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the services provided by 
Cherwell District Council?’ Base: 1,006  
 
Overall satisfaction with the services provided by Cherwell District Council was 69% 
with a confidence interval of +/-2.9% at the 95% level, 12% were dissatisfied. 
 
Chart 32: 

 

 
Differences 
 

 Those aged 35-44yrs were least likely to be satisfied with the services provided 
by the Council (61%). 
 

 Females were significantly more satisfied with the services provided by Cherwell 
District Council, with 74% very or fairly satisfied compared with 64% of Males. 
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 Satisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly satisfied ranging 
from 79% in Banbury Hardwick to 50% in Bicester West. 
 

 Dissatisfaction levels at ward level varied with those very or fairly dissatisfied 
ranging from 6% in Kidlington East and Kidlington West to 27% in Banbury Cross 
& Neithrop. 

 
 

6.1.2 Informed about benefits and services 
 

‘How well informed, if at all, does Cherwell District Council keep residents 
about the benefits and services it provides?’ Base: 935  
 
Chart 33: 

 
 
60% felt very or fairly well informed by the Council about the benefits and services 
it provides, 40% felt not very well informed or not informed at all. 
 
Differences 
 

 Those feeling very or fairly well informed at ward level varied from 76% in 
Kidlington East and Kidlington West to 40% in Banbury Ruscote. 
 

 Those feeling not very well informed or not well informed at all at ward level 
varied from 24% in Kidlington East and Kidlington West to 60% in Banbury 
Ruscote. 
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6.1.3 Informed about what the Council spends money on 
 
‘How well informed, if at all, does Cherwell District Council keep residents 
about what the Council spends money on?’ Base: 922  
 
 
Chart 34: 

 
 
49% felt very or fairly well informed by the Council about what the Council spends 
money on, however 51% felt not very well informed or not informed at all. 

 
Differences 
 

 The proportion of those who felt very or fairly well informed increased with age, 
from 34% (18-24yrs) to 61% (75+yrs). 
 

 Those feeling very or fairly well informed at ward level varied from 76% in 
Kidlington East to 34% in Banbury Ruscote. 
 

 Those feeling not very well informed or not well informed at all at ward level 
varied from 24% in Kidlington East to 66% in Banbury Ruscote. 
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6.1.4 Value for money 
 
‘To what extent do you agree or disagree that Cherwell District Council 
provides value for money?’ Base: 907   
 
Overall 35% agreed that Cherwell District Council provides value for money with a 
confidence interval of +/-3.1% at the 95% level, 23% disagreed. 
 
Chart 35: 

 
 
Differences 
 

 Those 75+yrs most likely to agree the Council provides value for money (50%). 
 

 Those agreeing at ward level varied ranged from 49% in Kidlington West to 26% 
in Banbury Ruscote. 

 

 Those disagreeing at ward level varied ranged from 5% in Kidlington West to 
42% in Banbury Cross & Neithrop. 

 
Other research 
 

We can make some observations from other research which has taken place 
although these are not directly comparable, with the data achieved for this survey. 
 

 The LGA have been undertaking a quarterly telephone poll on resident 
satisfaction with a national sample since September 2012, this has shown levels 
of those agreeing their local Council provides value for money between 48-56% 
(June 2016 – 51%). 
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Section 7.0 The local economy and council 
budget priorities 
 
7.1 Views of the current economic climate 
 
‘Overall, how concerned, if at all, are you about the nation’s budget deficit?’ 
Base: 944 
 
Chart 36: 

  
 
Overall 77% were concerned about the nation’s budget deficit, only 9% were 
unconcerned. 
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‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements 
regarding the nation’s budget deficit?’  
 
Chart 37: 

 

 
63% agreed that we are all in it together, 23% disagreed. 
 
Over half (53%) agreed that councils do not need to cut services as enough money 
can be saved through efficiency savings, 21% disagreed. 
 
Less than a quarter (24%) agreed that they would rather pay more council tax to 
maintain services, over half (54%) disagreed. 
 
42% agreed that they trust Cherwell Council to do what is right for the residents in 
the current economic climate, 27% disagreed. 
 
Just over a quarter (26%) agreed the economic climate in Cherwell is better than it 
was 12 months ago, 28% disagreed. 
 
Around a third (32%) agreed their household has been affected by public spending 
cuts, a third (33%) disagreed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 958 

Base: 644 

Base: 922 

Base: 941 

Base: 919 

Base: 864 
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7.2 Priorities 
 
‘Which Council Services would you prioritise for maintaining the current level 
of service provision?’ Base: 1,012  

 
Chart 38: 
 

 
 
Analysis 
 
The key services to be maintained by the Council were identified as: 

1. Household recycling collection and food/garden waste collections 
2. Household waste collection 
3. Providing affordable housing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Score 
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Section 8.0 Contacting the Council 
 

8.1 Last contact 
 

‘How did you last contact the Council?’ Base: 668 
 
Chart 39: 

 
 
Of those who have contacted the Council, 67% did so by telephone. 
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8.2 Satisfaction when contacting the Council 
 

‘And, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following when contacting 
Cherwell District Council, where 1 is very satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’ 
 
Chart 40: 
 

Ease of contacting the Council: 
 

 

 
 
Just under three quarters (74%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with information about 
how to contact the council, only 9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
68% were satisfied (score 1-4) with being able to speak with the right 
person/department, 15% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
65% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the speed of response, 18% were dissatisfied 
(score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 734 

Base: 748 

Base: 749 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

58 

Chart 41: 
 
Staff: 

 
 
 

Just over three quarters (76%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with being 
respected/listened to by staff, 10% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
Just under three quarters (74%) were satisfied (score 1-4) with staff knowledge, 
11% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
81% were satisfied (score 1-4) staff used plain English and did not speak in jargon, 
9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

74% were satisfied (score 1-4) staff answered all questions/provided enough 
information, 14% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
73% were satisfied (score 1-4) with staff explanation of process/procedures and 
advice, 15% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base 692 

Base: 707 

Base: 714 

Base: 723 

Base: 700 
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Chart 42: 
 

Follow-up: 

 
 
60% were satisfied (score 1-4) the Council kept to their promises, 21% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 
64% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the outcome of their query/complaint, 22% were 
dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 686 

Base: 556 
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8.3 Information from Cherwell Council 
 
‘From which of the following do you obtain most of your information about 
Cherwell District Council?’ Base: 1,021 - MULTI 

 
Chart 43: 
 

 
 
Over half (53%) of those who responded outlined they obtained most of their 
information about the Council through the Cherwell Link Council magazine, 41% 
outlined they obtained information from the Cherwell Council’s website. 
 
Differences 
 

 Probably unsurprisingly those aged 18-44yrs were more likely to obtain their 
information from the Council’s website (53%) compared with those 45+yrs (32%). 
 

 Those aged 45+yrs were more likely to obtain their information from the Cherwell 
Link magazine (63%) compared with 40% of 18-44yrs. 
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8.4 Information sources 
 
‘Have you used any of the following information sources in the past 12 
months?’ Base: 998 - MULTI 

 
Chart 43: 
 

 
 
49% outlined they had used Cherwell Council’s website in the past 12 months and 
43% outlined they had used the Cherwell Link Council magazine in the past 12 
months.  
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8.5 Satisfaction with information sources 
 
‘And, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following, where 1 is very 
satisfied and 10 is very dissatisfied?’ 

 
Chart 44: 
 

 
 
Of those who responded 69% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the Cherwell Link (the 
Council Magazine), 9% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 
 

Of those who responded 72% were satisfied (score 1-4) with the Cherwell District 
Council website, 10% were dissatisfied (score 7-10). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Base: 588 

Base: 638 
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Appendix 1:  
 
Cherwell District Council Residents Survey 
 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

64 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

65 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

66 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

67 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

68 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

69 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

70 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

71 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

72 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

73 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

74 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

75 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

76 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

77 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

78 



Email: colins@marketingmeans.co.uk 
Tel: 01364 654485 

 

79 

 


