
 

Eastleigh Borough Council’s response to Hampshire County Council’s 
‘Balancing the Budget’ consultation (7/6/21 to 18/7/21) and Public Health 

consultation (14/6/21 to 9/8/21). 

General comments: 

1. Eastleigh Borough Council (EBC) recognises the challenge of identifying 

savings, in particular related to social care, and supports Hampshire County 

Council (HCC) in making the case to central government for an improved 

funding settlement. 

 

2. EBC will not fund or carry out activities previously held by HCC. 

 

3. HCC should seek to improve its approach to commercialism to help insulate 

itself from the need to impose significant budget reductions. For example, it 

should look again, in light of the COVID-19 pandemic and changes in use of 

office space, at innovative and commercial uses of the HCC facilities and 

property portfolio. 

 

4. A reliance on other public sector agencies and providers – district councils, 

NHS organisations – is misguided. This simply ‘shunts’ costs to other parts of 

the public sector or masks actual service reductions that will impact on 

residents. To make such large cuts in public health following a pandemic, and 

the resulting pressures on the NHS, decline of mental health, physical health 

and loneliness is short sighted. 

 

5. Descriptions of service changes are mostly very opaque and come across as 

too good to be true, with ‘Potential Impacts’ often only positive.  There needs 

to be better transparency on the negative impacts of these changes as some 

are inevitable and it is misleading to suggest otherwise. 

 

6. Proposals lack detail and are too general to make important judgements.  The 

consultation should not be asking for an ‘in principle’ view about reductions 

without explaining the detail of service changes. 

 

7. Many impacts will have a disproportionate effect on certain vulnerable groups 

e.g. the elderly, children, people living in areas of socio-economic 

disadvantage, rural and semi-rural areas. Such inequitable impacts need to 

be understood before any judgement can be made about the principle of 

reductions. 

 

8. Detailed proposals should be considered in partnership with a range of 

affected agencies and equalities impacts should be assessed in advance of 

decisions. 
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Charging for services (including lobbying Government for changes to 

legislation to allow charging) 

9. Charges may be applied or increased where services are discretionary. Such 

charging should protect those least able to pay (e.g. by including discounts for 

people on low incomes) and should not be a barrier to positive behaviour 

change (e.g. recycling and responsible disposal of waste) or be likely to 

increase negative behaviour (e.g. flytipping, bonfires). This applies for 

businesses as well as residents. 

Volunteers 

10. Service changes that increase dependence on volunteers without significant 

investment in capacity in the sector are unlikely to be sustained or successful. 

The incredible movement of spontaneous volunteering related to the Covid 

pandemic should not be interpreted as a signal that capacity and enthusiasm 

for volunteering exists for other purposes, nor that it will necessarily be 

sustained in the long term (e.g. when furlough and lockdown restrictions end). 

 

Service changes  

11. Countryside services and Outdoor Centres: Reductions in services and 

opportunities should not adversely affect individuals and families for whom 

these facilities enhance important mental and physical wellbeing that they 

would otherwise be unable to afford. Costs should not be unreasonably 

shunted onto other public sector bodies e.g. schools. In other respects, a 

more commercial approach is supported. 

 

12. Modernising Placements:  EBC is concerned that needs, including complex 

needs, will not be met, leading to difficulties and extra costs in later life. The 

experiences these young and vulnerable children have at such an influential 

moment in their lives cannot be compromised based on funding-led decisions. 

 

13. Breaks for carers of disabled children: EBC is concerned that the overall 

supply of respite care may reduce, which provides a false economy if informal 

care then breaks down. If care is to be provided in new ways (by volunteers or 

using personal budgets), capacity building and market development is 

required. An awareness around the mental health implications this could have 

for carers must be taken into account. 

 

14. Younger adults: Proposals risk breakdowns in circumstances and increased 

homelessness, through the dilution of key support services that help maintain 

living with family members or tenancies.  Issues such as substance misuse or 

learning difficulties are often primary or secondary factors associated with 

homelessness and difficulties in sustaining tenancies. The Council is already 

seeing an increase in single persons homelessness (as opposed to families) 

and a reduction in support systems will further increase this. EBC have 

concerns about the reference to using volunteers for some of our most 
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vulnerable groups. There is also concern around the continued reliance on 

technology to reduce two person visits; this must be an evidenced-based 

decision that it is a true reduction in resource with good outcomes through 

using technology. 

 

15. Headquarters functions (i.e. adult social care services): This is a relatively 

large cut on a budget which is already relatively small. Stopping all grants to 

voluntary organisations is regressive and undermines the approach elsewhere 

to make increased use of volunteers. The Council is concerned about 

reductions in the support provided by key agencies such as Homegroup and 

Two Saints with whom the Council has a critical relationship to improve 

outcomes for people experiencing homelessness. These agencies provide 

vital support and accommodation-based services that help (often vulnerable) 

people overcome a range of barriers to finding more secure and settled 

accommodation earlier than they would otherwise. Reductions in outreach 

work are a particular concern, as this will result in longer periods of street 

homelessness. Drop-in services provide important opportunities to engage 

users, sometimes at a point of crisis, where contact with a support worker can 

help prevent situations from deteriorating. Support agencies, rather than 

councils, are sometimes preferred points of contact for people needing 

support. The proposals represent a significant disruption to the system and 

networks that support some of the borough’s most vulnerable people. The 

consultation infers that people will seek social care assistance from District 

and Borough Councils who are not resourced and do not possess the 

qualified staff needed to deliver this type of service. We would welcome 

extensive engagement but would stress that this Council does not have 

additional funding to support this. 

 

16. In-house Care services: Proposals are short sighted and appear to be 

shunting costs onto the NHS, rather than focusing on the health and social 

care needs of residents. We would welcome further engagement on this in 

relation to EBC’s successful and efficient provision of Disabled Facility Grants 

run in-house. There are innovative technological advances that could help 

support people living in their homes for longer. We also would welcome 

working with HCC and CCGs to further develop targeted preventative 

measures such as Steady and Strong classes. 

 

17.  Older adults: Proposals carry the risk of inappropriate care provision, based 

on minimising costs rather than the assessed care needs of the person. There 

may be reductions in day care, and closures of day centres. Cuts that 

withdraw support from unpaid carers is likely to prove a false economy (and 

add to distress of person and their carer). A strengths-based approach is 

supported as long as genuine needs are recognised and met. 

 

18. Public Health (NB the response here should be considered as the Council’s 

response to the parallel Public Health consultation):  
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o To make such large cuts in public health following a pandemic, and the 

resulting pressures on the NHS, decline of mental health, physical 

health and loneliness is short sighted. 

o In general, EBC agrees with a more targeted approach to try to reduce 

the health inequalities gap. However, by reducing these services to the 

whole population there is a significant risk of all health standards 

slipping, and as a result even more of the population falling into poor 

health.  

o Closure of Winchester substance misuse centre is likely to lead to 

increased pressure on remaining centres e.g. Inclusion in Eastleigh 

town centre. 

o Some Stop Smoking venues in Eastleigh have had good attendance. 

Closure of the service at the Hilldene centre in West End will affect 

people unable to travel to remaining centres. Online provision of Stop 

Smoking services will exclude some people and outcome measures 

must be further tested before an online approach is adopted 

permanently.  

o It is reasonable to target sexual health services as proposed (i.e. under 

24s and men who have sex with men) but again this must be evidence 

based. 

o Reductions in training for non-clinical staff is short-sighted. Education 

and youth workers have the opportunity to engage young people and 

reduce risk-taking behaviours. 

o Teenage pregnancy rates in Eastleigh borough have reduced 

significantly over recent years due to improved preventative measures. 

Proposals risk rates going back up, limited support and increased 

homelessness arising from teenage pregnancy. 

o Reductions in services in the early years can be a false economy, by 

failing to reduce needs that persist or grow over the lifecourse. Much 

research indicates that the foundations of a child’s development are 

laid within the first 1,000 days.  

o A reduction in health visiting and school nursing will remove an 

essential safety net for our most vulnerable and also without their 

intervention will no doubt result in poorer health outcomes for so many. 

o If there are cuts however remaining services should prioritise those in 

greatest need, however this is short sighted. 

o These reductions imply that minimum standards of survival are 

acceptable rather than supporting our most vulnerable to have a good 

quality of life that they deserve. 

 

19. School crossing patrols: Cutting 100% of this service will remove an important 

aspect of daily life in communities and reduce safety. It may have unintended 

environmental and health consequences of increasing car use for the school 

run due to parental road safety concerns.  
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20. Waste: HCC should be increasing, not decreasing opportunities for residents 

and businesses to recycle and dispose of waste sustainably and taking more 

responsibility for their role as disposal authority. Proposals for resident 

recycling should be discussed with District and Borough councils. Restrictions 

at HWRCs (charging, reduced hours, appointment systems, closures) should 

not be used to suppress demand and will lead to increased kerbside volumes 

of waste/recycling and flytipping, shunting costs onto District and Borough 

councils. HCC should reinstate pedestrian access to HWRCs. Reducing 

opening hours of HWRCs, based on past and anticipated future usage data, is 

not supported but is preferable to closures, which will increase carbon 

emissions from those residents able to travel further to use a HWRC.  

 

21. Transport: Placing a greater level of cost onto users is fair, as long as means-

testing and discounted rates are available for those on lowest incomes, for 

example the Council does not support recovery of 25% of the per journey fare 

for concessionary travel. Community transport is currently priced very low and 

does need to be put on a more sustainable footing. This is already planned in 

Eastleigh i.e. with One Community to bring prices up gradually.   The national 

bus pass should remain available for use on Community Transport and 

shared taxis. The consultation is not clear on where savings might fall on 

Public Transport (peak or off-peak services, rural or urban routes).  All 

reductions in public transport availability go against principles of modal shift, 

government policy, the aspirations in HCC’s LTP4 and Climate Change 

declaration. Such reductions are likely to impact most on people on lowest 

incomes and young people, reducing opportunities and choice of when to 

travel, and increasing car travel at a time when we should be promoting 

sustainable transport including public transport in line with government policy. 

Evidence of successful shifting to demand response bus services is scant. 

Reductions in operator subsidies are likely to threaten the business of 

(particularly smaller) operators and will reduce the number of tenderers for 

any remaining contracts; the length of contracts should be extended to six 

years to reduce administration costs and give certainty to businesses. 

Changing local government arrangements in Hampshire 

22. The Council like HCC, does not favour local government reorganisation and is 

supportive of the current two tier working. The Council welcomes further 

discussion with HCC to reduce any duplication of costs and services and 

increase devolved decision-making and funding, and is of the view that further 

enhanced and joint working should be pursued. Any review of local 

government should wait until the content of the “Levelling Up White Paper” is 

known. It is likely that the focus will be on growth across the County area and 

discussions on establishing an “ask” for local growth would be a better 

approach and any proposals should be developed in partnership between all 

layers of local government to ensure that the best outcomes for residents are 

achieved.  


