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INTRODUCTION

The final survey sample consisted of 659 responses from members of the Citizens’ Panel. The total Panel currently comprises 959 citizens of Aberdeen and so the response rate amounts to 68.7%. The 659 responses are, in the first instance, considered as a whole. Further analysis can be conducted where the various project partners direct further investigation. The further analysis will take the form of targeted analysis on the basis of the personal information of the respondents. This information allows breakdown on the basis of the following variables:

· Gender 

· Area 

· Age 

· Employment 

· Home Ownership 

· Health Issues 

· Ethnicity 

The report as it stands attempts to provide a ‘key findings’ breakdown of many of the results by age, gender and neighbourhood area. However, where age-group analysis is included, the two youngest age groups (16-24 and 25-34) are considered in aggregate as one group (i.e. 16-34), due to the under-representation of the very youngest age group (16-24) in the Panel. An overview of the age, gender and neighbourhood breakdown is provided at Appendix A. Please note that we are happy to provide full details of our crosstabulated results on request.
It should be noted that no demographic data was available for 5 respondents. For this reason, there may occasionally be a slight mismatch between the percentage results quoted in relation to the overall population for each question (which includes those panellists for whom demographic data is absent) and any subsequent analysis on the basis of gender, age or neighbourhood (which necessarily excludes these panellists). Despite the occasional minor inconsistency between total results and disaggregated/stratified analysis, the approach adopted is intended to provide the greatest possible degree of analytical accuracy in each case. Please also note that due to a) multiple responses to a question from one or more respondents, and b) the process of rounding percentage figures to one decimal place, total percentage figures given for some questions may not tally to exactly 100.0%.

The analysis presented here is split into the following main topics:
· The Council Budget

· Waste Services

· Open Space Strategy

· Low Carbon Society

· Trees and Woodland

· City Green Space

· Roads

THE COUNCIL BUDGET
In autumn 2010, panellists were asked to identify the priorities for the Council budget. The results, along with the findings of other engagement activity, led to the Council’s annual priority-based budget (PBB) and the creation of ‘The Next Five Years: 2011 - 2016’, the Council’s five year business plan. As we reach the half-way point in ‘The Next Five Years’, the Council acknowledges there have been many changes both within and outwith the Council. With this in mind, the Council is keen to come back to City Voice panellists to find out if the priorities identified in 2010 are still relevant and appropriate, and to ensure the Council does not miss any important changes.

The information provided by panellists, along with the results of wider community engagement, will help to inform the priority-based budget for the financial year 2013-14. 

The first question in this section introduced panellists to a list of 21 services provided by Aberdeen City Council, and asked them to identify those which were most important to them. Panellists were asked to identify no more than 5 services, and were given the opportunity of adding their own ‘other’ response. Their responses are provided below in Table 1 (see page 11).
The results show that the most frequently selected responses were rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning (selected by 412 panellists; 62.5% of all respondents), care for older people (407; 61.8%), road and pavement maintenance (367; 55.7%), schools (304; 46.1%), parks and open spaces (203; 30.8%), tackling anti-social behaviour (196; 29.7%), care for children and young people (191; 29.0%), libraries (176; 26.7%) and sports facilities and services (150; 22.8%). Each of the remaining options was selected by less than a fifth of respondents.
There were 14 ‘other’ responses. Of these, 3 (0.5%) were not relevant to the question, 5 respondents (0.8%) provided an answer along the lines of ‘all of them’, 2 respondents (0.3%) suggested care for vulnerable people in general, 2 respondents (0.3%) suggested care and services for disabled people and their family / carers, 1 respondent (0.2%) suggested drainage and 1 (0.2%) suggested public transport.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Due to the amount of data involved, we only report key headline results here. However, a full table of the results is provided in Table 21 (Appendix B, page 97). This additional analysis shows that the most popular response among both male and female respondents was care for older people (60.1% of male respondents; 63.3% of females). There were, however, some differences between the responses provided by males and females. A noticeably greater proportion of males than females selected the following options: sports facilities and services (27.8% vs. 18.2% of females), road and pavement maintenance (58.8% vs. 52.8% of females), planning and development of land and buildings (14.7% vs. 9.7% of females), tackling anti-social behaviour (
32.6% vs. 27.3% of females) and economic development
 (13.1% vs. 8.2% of females). Conversely, a noticeably greater proportion of females than males selected the following options: care for children and young people
(34.9% vs. 23.0% of males), activities for young people (16.7% vs. 10.9% of males) and libraries (29.6% vs. 23.3% of males).
There was also variation across neighbourhoods. The most popular response in North (66.3% of respondents) and South (65.4%) was care for older people, whilst in Central it was rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning (60.3%). Some other notable divergences emerged. The proportion of respondents selecting care for older people was lower in Central (52.9%) than in North and South (figures above). The proportion of respondents selecting the care for children and young people option was larger in North (33.7%) than in Central (26.0%) and South (28.3%). The proportion of respondents selecting the sports facilities and services option was larger in Central (26.5%) than in North (19.4%) and South (22.4%). The proportion of respondents selecting the libraries option was larger in South (29.9%) than in North (25.0%) and Central (24.0%). The proportion of respondents selecting the museums / galleries / theatres option was noticeably smaller in North (8.2%) than in Central (23.0%) and South (22.8%). The proportion of respondents selecting the road and pavement maintenance option was larger in South (59.1%) than in North (52.6%) and Central (54.4%). The proportion of respondents selecting the street lighting option was larger in Central (23.0%) than in North (15.3%) and South (14.6%). The proportion of respondents selecting the parks and open spaces option was smaller in North (26.5%) than in Central (30.9%) and South (34.6%). Beyond this, there were few notable differences across areas of the city.
The most popular response also differed across age-groups. The most popular response in the two oldest groups was care for older people (71.1% of those aged 55-64 and 82.3% of those aged 65+). For those aged 16-34, the most popular response was schools (70.9%), whilst for those aged 35-54, the most popular response was rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning (67.2%). A small number of age correlations also emerged. The care for older people option correlated strongly with age-group, with its popularity rising steadily from 30.9% of those aged 16-34 to 82.3% of those aged 65+. The schools option was most popular among those aged 16-34 (70.9%), falling across each successively older age-group to just 29.1% of those aged 65+. A weaker correlation was found in relation to museums / galleries / theatres, which was most popular among those aged 16-34, falling across each successively older age-group to 14.7% of those aged 65+. The same was also true of the parks and open spaces option (falling from 41.8% of those aged 16-34 to 18.4% of those aged 65+) and the economic development option (falling from 21.8% of those aged 16-34 to 4.4% of those aged 65+). Finally, the proportion of respondents selecting the tackling anti-social behaviour respondents was largest among those aged 65+ (34.2%), falling across each successively younger age-group to 18.2% of those aged 16-34.
A number of unique age-group results were also identified. The proportion of respondents selecting the street lighting and activities for young people options was noticeably larger among respondents aged 16-34 than in other age-groups. The same was true in relation to planning and development of land and buildings, council housing (repairs, rents allocations). Conversely, the proportion of respondents selecting the libraries option was noticeably larger among respondents aged 65+ than in other age-groups, whilst the road and pavement maintenance option was noticeably less popular in this age-group than in others.
Table 1: Below is a list of services provided by Aberdeen City Council. Which services are most important to you?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	412
	62.5

	Care for older people
	407
	61.8

	Road and pavement maintenance
	367
	55.7

	Schools
	304
	46.1

	Parks and open spaces
	203
	30.8

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	196
	29.7

	Care for children and young people
	191
	29.0

	Libraries
	176
	26.7

	Sports facilities and services
	150
	22.8

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	121
	18.4

	Street lighting
	115
	17.5

	Activities for young people
	92
	14.0

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	79
	12.0

	Community centres
	77
	11.7

	Economic development
	69
	10.5

	Environmental health
	60
	9.1

	Care for adults
	50
	7.6

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	38
	5.8

	Adult learning activities
	35
	5.3

	Allocation of benefits
	33
	5.0

	Social Work for criminal justice
	32
	4.9

	Consumer advice
	8
	1.2

	Other
	14
	2.1


Base = 659 respondents
The next question asked panellists to consider the same list of services, and identify those which they would like to see the Council spend more on, even if it were to mean spending less on other services. Again, panellists were asked to select no more than 5 options, and were given the opportunity to provide their own ‘other’ response if necessary. Their responses are laid out below in Table 2 (see page 14), which shows that the most popular responses were road and pavement maintenance (358 respondents; 54.3%), care for older people (353 respondents; 53.6%), schools (256 respondents; 38.8%), tackling anti-social behaviour (201 respondents; 30.5%), rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning (191 respondents; 29.0%), parks and open spaces (155 respondents; 23.5%) and care for children and young people (153 respondents; 23.2%). Each of the remaining options was selected by less than a fifth of respondents.
14 panellists provided an ‘other’ response. Of these, 6 (0.9%) were not relevant to the question, 2 respondents (0.3%) identified public transport and 1 respondent apiece (0.2%) identified the following options: affordable housing; homelessness services; care for vulnerable people; provision of cycle lanes; care and services for disabled people and their family / carers; sprucing up areas / buildings; and music tuition.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Due to the amount of data involved, we only report key headline results here. However, a full table of results is provided in Table 22 (see Appendix B, page 98).

We deal firstly with gender. The most popular response among male respondents was road and pavement maintenance (58.5% of respondents), whilst among females it was care for older people (52.2%). Some other differences also emerged. The following options were more popular among male respondents than females: sports facilities and services (21.4% vs. 13.2% of females), rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning (31.9% vs. 26.4% of females), road and pavement maintenance (58.5% vs. 50.4% of females), tackling anti-social behaviour (33.5% vs. 27.6% of females) and economic development (12.5% vs. 6.2% of females). Conversely, the following options were noticeably more popular among female respondents than males: care for children and young people (25.5% vs. 20.4% of males), schools (40.5% vs. 36.7% of males) and activities for young people (18.8% vs. 13.4% of males).

Turning to consider different areas of the city, it can be seen that the most popular response in North was care for older people (57.7%), whilst in Central (53.4%) and South (57.9%) the most popular option was road and pavement maintenance. A number of unique individual results was also identified. The proportion of respondents selecting the care for older people option was noticeably smaller in Central (47.5%) than in North (57.7%) and South (55.1%). The proportion of respondents selecting the care for children and young people option was noticeably larger in North (26.5%) than in Central (21.6%) and South (21.7%). The proportion of respondents selecting the schools option was noticeably larger in South (43.7%) than in North (36.2%) and Central (34.8%). The proportion of respondents selecting the community centres option was noticeably larger in North (16.3%) than in Central (11.8%) and South (8.3%). The proportion of respondents selecting the parks and open spaces option was noticeably smaller in Central (20.6%) than in North (25.0%) and South (25.2%). The same was also true in relation to the tackling anti-social behaviour option (27.0% in Central vs. 32.7% in North and 31.5% in South).
The most popular response in the two youngest age-groups was road and pavement maintenance (63.6% of those aged 16-34 and 49.3% of those aged 35-54). Alongside care for older people, this was also the joint most popular response among those aged 55-64 (59.0% each). Care for older people was also the most popular response among those aged 65+ (74.1%).

A number of age correlations emerged. In relation to the schools option, support was highest among those aged 16-34 (49.1%), falling across each successively older age-group to its lowest point among those aged 65+ (31.6%). The opposite trend was in evidence in relation to the following options: care for older people, care for children and young people, environmental health and tackling anti-social behaviour. A few specific individual results were also of interest. In relation to the care for adults option, support was noticeably lower among those aged 16-34 and 65+ than the other age-groups. In relation to the social work for criminal justice option, support was noticeably higher among those aged 16-34 than the other age-groups. In relation to the community centres option, support was noticeably lower among those aged 16-34 than the other age-groups. In relation to the libraries option, support was noticeably higher among those aged 65+ than the other age-groups. The opposite was true in relation to the parks and open spaces option. Finally, the economic development option was noticeably better supported among those aged 16-34 than the other age-groups.
Table 2: Which of the services listed below (if any) would you like to see the Council spend more on, even if it means spending less on another?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Road and pavement maintenance
	358
	54.3

	Care for older people
	353
	53.6

	Schools
	256
	38.8

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	201
	30.5

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	191
	29.0

	Parks and open spaces
	155
	23.5

	Care for children and young people
	153
	23.2

	Libraries
	116
	17.6

	Sports facilities and services
	112
	17.0

	Activities for young people
	107
	16.2

	Community centres
	78
	11.8

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	68
	10.3

	Street lighting
	64
	9.7

	Economic development
	61
	9.3

	Care for adults
	49
	7.4

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	48
	7.3

	Environmental health
	37
	5.6

	Social Work for criminal justice
	34
	5.2

	Adult learning activities
	33
	5.0

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	31
	4.7

	Allocation of benefits
	25
	3.8

	Consumer advice
	12
	1.8

	Other
	14
	2.1


Base = 659 respondents

The final question in this section again presented panellists with the same list of services and this time asked them to identify those services which they would be prepared to see the Council spend less money on. Again, panellists were asked to identify no more than 5 options, and were given an ‘other – please specify’ option if they needed it. Their responses are laid out below in Table 3 (See page 17), which shows that the most popular responses were consumer advice (224 respondents; 34.0%), allocation of benefits (204 respondents; 31.0%), planning and development of land and buildings (190 respondents; 28.8%), museums / galleries / theatres (144 respondents; 21.9%), economic development (136 respondents; 20.6%) and Social Work for criminal justice (132 respondents; 20.0%). Each of the remaining services was selected by less than a fifth of panellists.
34 panellists provided an ‘other’ response. Of these, 8 (1.2%) were of no relevance to the question at hand. 11 respondents (1.7%) said that they wanted no services to be cut, 6 (0.9%) stated that they wanted to see councillors’ pay / perks / expenses cut, 5 respondents (0.8%) said they wanted less spent on Council management / managers, 2 respondents (0.3%) said they wanted to see less spent on twinning programmes, and 1 respondent apiece (0.2%) identified the following options: public consultations; firework displays; public sector grants; translation of Council documents into different languages; statues; and road building.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Due to the amount of data involved, we only report key headline results here. However, a full table of the results is provided in Table 23 (Appendix B, page 99).

The most popular response among male respondents (37.4%) was allocation of benefits; for females, it was consumer advice (36.7%). There were also a few gender-related differences between answers. A noticeably greater proportion of males than females selected the following options: social work for criminal justice (25.2% vs. 15.2% of females), community centres (16.6% vs. 7.3% of females), allocation of benefits (37.4% vs. 25.2% of females) and economic development (24.3% vs. 17.6% of females). Conversely, a noticeably greater proportion of females than males selected the following options: planning and development of land and buildings (30.8% vs. 26.8% of males) and consumer advice (36.7% vs. 31.3% of males).

Consumer advice was the most popular response in both Central and South (selected by 34.8% and 40.9% of respondents respectively). In North, the most popular response was allocation of benefits (32.1%). A small number of interesting one-off results was also noted. The proportion of respondents selecting the social work for criminal justice option was noticeably lower in Central (16.2%) than in North (20.4%) or South (22.8%). Similarly, the proportion of respondents selecting the adult learning activities option was noticeably lower in Central (16.7%) than in North (20.9%) or South (20.5%).The same was also true of the proportion of respondents selecting the sports facilities and services option in Central (11.8% vs. 14.3% in North and 15.0% in South).  Conversely, the proportion of respondents selecting the community centres option was noticeably larger in Central (14.7%) than in North (10.2%) or South (10.6%). The proportion of respondents selecting the libraries option was noticeably smaller in South (7.9%) than in North (12.8%) or Central (12.3%), whilst the proportion of respondents selecting the museums / galleries / theatres option was noticeably larger in North (26.5%) than in Central (18.6%) and South (20.5%). The proportion of respondents selecting the street lighting option was noticeably lower in North (6.1%) than in Central (13.7%) or South (12.2%).The proportion of respondents selecting planning and development of land and buildings was noticeably larger in South (31.1%) than in North (27.6%) or Central (27.5%).The proportion of respondents selecting the council housing option was noticeably lower in Central (10.3%) than in North (18.9%) or South (15.7%), and the same was true for the allocation of benefits option (26.5% vs. 32.1% in North and 33.9% in South). Finally, the consumer advice option was selected by a noticeably smaller proportion of respondents in North (24.5%) than in Central (34.8%) and South (40.9%).
The most popular response for those aged 16-34, 35-54 and 65+ was consumer advice. For the 55-64 age-group, the most popular option was planning and development of land and buildings. Only 3 age correlations were found. The care for adults option was most popular among those aged 65+ (10.1%), falling across each successively younger age-group to a low of just 5.5% among those aged 16-34. The same was true for the social work for criminal justice option, falling from a high of 26.6% of those aged 65+ to a low of 5.5% of those aged 16-34. Finally, the same trend could be seen for the economic development option, rising from a low of 10.9% of those aged 16-34 to a high of 24.7% of those aged 65+. A number of noteworthy individual results was also found. The proportion of respondents who selected the school, sports facilities and services, activities for young people and libraries options was notably higher among those aged 55-64 than other age-groups. Conversely, the proportion of respondents who selected the sports facilities and services and activities for young people options was noticeably smaller among those aged 16-34 than other age-groups. The same was true of the environmental health and planning and development of land and buildings options, whilst the opposite was true in relation to the museums / galleries / theatres option. The street lighting option was noticeably more popular among respondents aged 35-54 than in other age-groups, whilst the opposite was true in relation to the community centres option. The proportion of respondents who selected the libraries option was notably smaller among those aged 65+ than other age-groups, whilst the opposite was true for the parks and open spaces option. The proportion of respondents who selected the allocation of benefits option was notably smaller among those aged 16-34 and 65+ than the other two age-groups. Finally, the proportion of respondents selecting the consumer advice option was larger among those aged 35-54 than in other age-groups.
Table 3: Which services (if any) would you be prepared for the Council to spend less on?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Consumer advice
	224
	34.0

	Allocation of benefits
	204
	31.0

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	190
	28.8

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	144
	21.9

	Economic development
	136
	20.6

	Social Work for criminal justice
	132
	20.0

	Adult learning activities
	128
	19.4

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	100
	15.2

	Sports facilities and services
	91
	13.8

	Community centres
	77
	11.7

	Street lighting
	71
	10.8

	Libraries
	70
	10.6

	Environmental Health
	59
	9.0

	Activities for young people
	52
	7.9

	Care for adults
	49
	7.4

	Parks and open spaces
	44
	6.7

	Schools
	33
	5.0

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	27
	4.1

	Care for children and young people
	19
	2.9

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	14
	2.1

	Road and pavement maintenance
	10
	1.5

	Care for older people
	6
	0.9

	Other
	34
	5.2


Base = 659 respondents

SERVICE RESPONSE

	


WASTE SERVICES
Waste Services
Over the last 5 years, Aberdeen City Council has asked the City Voice panellists questions about the waste and recycling collection services in Aberdeen City. Panellists’ responses help the Council to monitor the use and awareness of these services, and by comparing results year-on-year, the Council can assess its progress and focus on the areas that require more work. The information panellists provide is also used to help the Council plan future initiatives that will encourage people to reduce, reuse and recycle.
The first question in this section sought to establish the number of adults and children (aged 0-16) living at each panellist’s address. The responses received are provided below in Figure 1 (see page 20). The chart shows that the most popular response for the number of adults at a panellist’s address was 2 (352 respondents; 53.9%), followed by 1 (204; 31.2%), 3 (66; 10.1%) and 4 (28; 4.3%). Only 3 panellists (0.5%) reported having 5 or more adults living at their address.
The most popular response for the number of children living at a panellist’s address was 0 (171 respondents; 64.0%), followed by 1 (41; 15.4%), 2 (36; 13.5%) and 3 (17; 6.4%). Only 2 respondents (0.7%) reported having 4 children living at their address, and no panellists provided a figure greater than 4.

However, a comparison of the response rates for the two aspects of this question shows that the number of panellists providing a response for the ‘adult’ component of the question is over twice as large as the number providing a response for the ‘children’ component. It is unusual for such a discrepancy in two components of the same question. As such, we suggest that it is probable that many respondents with no children simply did not enter a figure in the ‘children’ response area, rather than entering a ‘0’ response. As such, we suggest that the number of panellists with no children living at their address is probably considerably under-reported here.

Figure 1: How many people permanently live at your address?
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Base = 653 respondents (adults); 267 respondents (children)
Panellists were then asked to state whether the property in which they lived was a house (includes detached, semi-detached and terraced properties) or a flat (includes tenement properties, high-rise flats and courtyard developments). Their responses are provided below in Figure 2 (see page 21), which shows that most respondents (481; 74.6%) live in a house. Only around a quarter (164 respondents; 25.4%) live in a flat.

There was virtually no difference between male and female respondents’ answers to this question. However, the proportion of respondents who live in a flat was considerably higher in Central (47.7%) than in North (12.9%) and South (17.7%). The proportion of respondents who live in a flat was also markedly higher among those aged 16-34 (49.1%) than those aged 35-54 (23.5%), 55-64 (24.3%) and 65+ (22.2%).

Figure 2: What type of property do you live in?
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Base = 645 respondents

Recycling and Kerbside Services
Panellists were then asked to state whether they were offered any of the following recycling and kerbside services:

· Kerbside recycling (black box and white bag)

· Garden waste (brown bin)

· Food waste (green caddy / brown bin)

· Communal or on-street recycling (including containers in bin stores)

Their responses are laid out below in Figure 3 (see page 22). The chart shows that a clear majority of respondents are offered the kerbside recycling (569 respondents; 87.7%), garden waste (536; 83.2%) and food waste (456; 72.0%) services. In contrast, less than a third of respondents (146; 26.9%) are offered communal or on-street recycling.
These results were also broken down by neighbourhood. In relation to kerbside recycling, the proportion of respondents who say that they are offered the service was highest in North (95.9%), followed by South (91.6%) and Central (74.4%). Very similar proportions in each area provided a ‘don’t know’ response. The proportion who state that they are not offered the service was highest in Central (25.1%), followed by South (3.6%) and North (8.4%).

For garden waste, the proportion of respondents who say that they are offered the service was again highest in North (92.8%), followed by South (89.6%) and Central (65.5%). Very similar proportions in each area provided a ‘don’t know’ response. The proportion who state that they are not offered the service was again highest in Central (33.5%), followed by South (10.4%) and North (7.2%).

For food waste, the proportion of respondents who say that they are offered the service was again highest in North (83.1%), followed by South (79.1%) and Central (52.6%). Once again, very similar proportions in each area provided a ‘don’t know’ response. The proportion who state that they are not offered the service was again highest in Central (42.3%), followed by South (18.9%) and North (14.3%).

For communal or on-street recycling, the proportion of respondents who say that they are offered the service was similar across the city, although it was marginally higher in Central (29.9%) than in North (26.2%) and South (24.5%). Very similar proportions in each area once again provided a ‘don’t know’ response. The proportion who state that they are not offered the service was this time highest in North and South (both 70.0%) and lowest in Central (66.1%)
Figure 3: Are you offered any of the following?
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Base = 649 respondents (kerbside recycling); 644 respondents (garden waste); 633 respondents (food waste); 543 respondents (communal or on-street recycling)
The following question was directed at panellists who had answered ‘yes’ to any of the services listed in the previous question. They were asked if they actually use the services which they are offered. The responses received are laid out below in Figure 4 (see page 24). The responses show that of the 569 panellists who stated in response to the previous question that they were offered the kerbside recycling service, 512 (90.0%) stated that they use the service. 486 (90.7%) of the 536 panellists offered the garden waste service state that they use it, 336 (73.7%) of the 456 panellists offered the food waste service stated that they use it, and 119 (81.5%) of 146 panellists offered communal or on-street recycling stated that they use this service.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Due to the amount of data involved, we only report key headline results here. However, a full table of the results is provided in Table 24 (Appendix B, page 100).

There were some slight differences in relation to male and female panellists’ responses. For kerbside recycling, the proportion of females who said they use the service (92.0%) was slightly larger than it was among males (87.9%). The opposite was true in relation to garden waste (91.8% of males vs. 89.6% of females) and food waste (73.7% of males vs. 73.3% of females). It was also true in relation to communal or on-street recycling, although in this instance there was a more pronounced gap between the genders (84.4% of males vs. 77.9% of females).
There was also variation across different parts of the city. For kerbside recycling, the proportion of respondents who are offered the service and actually use it was largest in South (93.5%), followed by North (90.4%) and Central (84.5%). The same was true for garden waste (95.1% in South, 89.4% in North and 84.5% in Central). For food waste, the area containing the greatest proportion of respondents who are offered and use the service was South once again (77.2%), although in this case it was followed by Central (71.8%) and then North (70.1%). For communal or on-street recycling, the proportion of respondents who are offered and actually use this service was greatest in Central (84.9%), followed by South (83.7%) and North (74.4%).

Turning to consider age-groups, Table 24 (see Appendix B, page 100) shows that for kerbside recycling, the age-group with the greatest proportion of respondents who are offered and actually use the service was 16-34 (97.5%), followed by 35-54 (90.9%), 55-64 (89.6%) and 65+ (87.1%). This was the only age correlation found. For garden waste, the age-group with the greatest proportion of respondents who are offered and actually use the service was 55-64 (93.2%) followed by 65+ (90.2%), 35-54 (89.8%) and 16-34 (86.8%). The proportion of respondents who are offered and actually use the food waste service was greatest in the 65+ age-group (76.1%), followed by the 35-54 age-group (75.5%), the 55-64 age-group (71.3%) and the 16-34 age-group (61.8%). Finally, for communal or on-street recycling, the age-group with the greatest proportion of respondents who are offered and actually use the service was 16-34 (100.0%), followed by 35-54 and 55-64 (both 80.0%) and 65+ (78.4%).
Figure 4: If you are offered any of these services, which do you use?
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Base = 569 respondents (kerbside recycling); 536 respondents (garden waste); 456 respondents (food waste); 146 respondents (communal or on-street recycling)
The subsequent question was targeted at those panellists who stated that they are offered kerbside, garden waste and/or food waste services, but who stated that they do not use the service(s). These panellists were asked to explain why they choose not to use the service(s). They were given a list of predefined responses and asked to select the one main reason for not using the service(s), but were also offered the option of providing their own reason if they so wished. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 5 (see page 26). The results show that for kerbside recycling, the most regularly cited reason was that panellists use recycling points / centres instead (23 respondents; 45.1%) and that it’s too much trouble or takes too much time (9 respondents; 17.6%). 6 respondents (11.8%) stated that they do not have enough room to store the containers, 5 respondents (9.8%) stated that they did not have the requisite box and bag, and 4 respondents (7.8%) stated that they do not use the service because the containers are too small. Finally, 2 respondents (3.9%) stated that they had no incentive to use the service, whilst an identical number (2 respondents; 3.9%) stated that they did not know how to use the service.
For the garden waste service, the most popular responses were that respondents compost at home (9 respondents; 26.5%) and that they use recycling points / centres instead (8 respondents; 23.5%). 6 respondents (17.6%) stated that they do not have enough room to store the containers, whilst 5 respondents (14.7%) stated that they do not have a brown bin. 3 respondents (8.8%) said that it was too much trouble or took too much time, 2 respondents (5.9%) said that there was no incentive for them to use the service and 1 respondent (2.9%) said that they did not know how to use the service.

For the food waste service, the most popular response was that respondents already compost at home (28 respondents; 26.2%). 23 respondents (21.5%) stated that it’s too much trouble or takes too much time, 17 (15.9%) stated that they don’t have enough room to store the containers, 12 (11.2%) stated that they had no incentive for using the service and 9 respondents (8.4%) stated that they don’t know how to use the service. 7 respondents (6.5%) stated that the containers are too small.  6 panellists (5.6%) stated that they don’t have the requisite kitchen caddy and/or brown bin, 3 (2.8%) said that they use recycling points / centres instead and 2 respondents (1.9%) said that the containers are too big.
83 respondents provided an ‘other’ answer. 35 of these were not relevant to the question. Of the remainder, 16 respondents stated that they use other waste disposal methods (e.g. private collectors), 16 said that they do not produce enough waste to justify using the services, 10 said that the collections were too infrequent (often combined with complaints about the length of time waste – especially food waste – lies around), 9 respondents said that the containers are unsuitable (too unwieldy, or too prone to being blown away) and 3 respondents stated that they simply don’t want to use the services.
Due to the small number of respondents to this question, we have not undertaken any further stratified analysis as any results are likely to be misleading.
Figure 5: If you are offered any of these services but do not use them, please tell us why not.
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Base = 51 respondents (kerbside recycling); 34 respondents (garden waste); 107 respondents (food waste)
This same group of respondents (i.e. those who are offered a service but choose not to use it) were then asked whether anything might encourage them to use the service(s). Panellists were provided with a multiple-choice list of possible inducements to use the kerbside, garden waste and food waste services, and were asked to identify up to 3 factors for each service. They were also provided with the option of supplying their own ‘other’ response. The answers received are provided below in Figure 6 (see page 29).
The responses show that for kerbside recycling, the most popular response was that nothing would convince current non-users to begin using the service (11 respondents; 19.3%). However, of the factors which were likely to encourage current non-users to begin using the service, the most popular were if the Council provided different containers (10 respondents; 17.5%), weekly collections (9; 15.8%), more information on what you can recycle / compost (7; 12.3%) and if more items were accepted for kerbside recycling (6; 10.5%). 4 respondents (7.0%) said that more information about collection days would encourage them to start using the service, whilst an identical number said that personal rewards for composting / recycling would encourage them. 2 respondents (3.5%) selected the community rewards option, whilst 1 respondent apiece (1.8%) selected more information on the benefits of kerbside recycling, fines for producing too much rubbish and not recycling / composting, and more information being provided on what happens to materials after collection.
Very few of the panellists who currently do not use the garden waste service provided a response to this question. Most of those who did so stated that nothing would convince them to start using the service (9 respondents; 18.0%). Of the factors which would encourage them to start using the service, only more information on what you can recycle / compost (4 respondents; 8.0%) was selected by more than 1 respondent.

In relation to the food waste service, the greatest share of respondents (28; 23.3%) stated that nothing would encourage them to use the service. The factors which were most likely to encourage respondents to start using the service were weekly collections (17; 14.2%), more information on what can be recycled / composted (11; 9.2%), if the Council provided different containers (9; 7.5%) and personal rewards for composting / recycling (8; 6.7%). 5 respondents (4.2%) said that more information on the benefits would encourage them, whilst 4 respondents (3.3%) selected the community rewards option and an identical number (4 respondents; 3.3%) said that more information on what happens to the materials after collection would encourage them.

88 respondents either provided an ‘other’ response to the question or provided further details on the different type of container which the Council should provide. Of these, 61 were not relevant to the question. 4 respondents stated that they would like smaller containers, 2 respondents stated that they would like more frequent collections, 2 stated that they would like bigger containers, 2 stated that they would like one single container for all waste / recycling, 2 stated that they would like containers which were more weatherproof (including a request for an outdoors-suitable food waste caddy), 2 respondents stated that they would like containers which would not blow away in the wind, 2 stated that they would like to see more items accepted, and 2 respondents also stated that being given replacement containers for their damaged / lost ones would encourage them to use the service again. 1 respondent stated that they would like a small wheelie bin specifically for their recycling, 1 respondent stated that they would like a big wheelie bin specifically for their recycling, 1 respondent stated that more information on what you can recycle / compost would convince them to use the service(s), 1 said that they would only use the service(s) if they generated more waste, 1 respondent stated that they would like individual boxes for bottles and plastics, 1 respondent asked for more hygienic kitchen caddies, 1 respondent stated that assistance for disabled people would encourage them to use the service(s), whilst 1 respondent stated that more information should be provided on the dangers associated with not recycling.
Due to the small number of respondents to this question, we have not undertaken any further stratified analysis as any results are likely to be misleading.
Figure 6: If you are offered any of these services but do not use them, what would encourage you to use them?
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Base = 57 respondents (kerbside recycling); 50 respondents (garden waste); 120 respondents (food waste)
Food Waste Collection Service
The next part of this section focused on the Council’s food waste collection service. 

The Council currently provides free bioliners for the kitchen caddy used with the food waste service but, due to financial pressures, the Council is reviewing its budget. In the first question in this section, panellists who currently use the food waste service were asked if they would continue to use the kitchen caddy service if free bioliners were no longer provided by the Council. Of the 336 panellists who currently use the service (see Figure 7 below), 299 responded and of this number, 209 respondents (69.9%) stated that they would continue to use the service. 90 respondents (30.1%) stated that they would not. 
There were some pronounced differences which emerged when we analysed the question on the basis of gender, area and age-group. The proportion of male respondents who said that they would continue to use the service if the Council stopped providing free bioliners (54.4%) was considerably smaller than the proportion of female respondents who would do so (70.0%). The proportion who would continue to use the service was also noticeably smaller in North (56.7%) than in Central (63.3%) and South (67.3%). In terms of age-related differences, the proportion of respondents who would continue to use the service was smallest among those aged 16-34 (48.3%), followed by those aged 35-54 (60.5%) and those aged 55-64 (60.6%) and was highest among those aged 65+ (75.9%).
Figure 7: Would you continue to use the food waste collection service if the Council stopped providing free bioliners?
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Base = 299 respondents

Future Service Delivery
To comply with national legislation and ensure equality of service to all residents, the Council will be changing and expanding recycling collections in Aberdeen City. The existing box and bag kerbside recycling service will be replaced with a new recycling collection, and a new service will be introduced for flats.
The Council is therefore keen to find out how panellists feel about this service being replaced by a number of possible alternatives. These are:

· An additional wheeled bin for all recycling (paper, card, plastic bottles, cans and glass) to replace the existing box and bag

· An additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass

· An additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points.
Panellists who currently have an individual wheeled bin for their refuse were asked which of these types of recycling collection they would prefer. Their answers are laid out below in Figure 8 (see page 33). Although this question was intended to identify the one option which respondents would prefer, the setup of the survey means that respondents were able to choose more than one option: this is why the cumulative values for the simple results (below) and the results crosstabulated by gender, area and age (further below) do not tally to 100.0%. As a result, it is probably best to think of this question in terms of ‘which of these collections would you be prepared to use?’ rather than ‘which of the following recycling collection is your (single) preferred option?’
The results show that the most popular option was an additional wheeled bin for all recycling (paper, card, plastic bottles, cans and glass) to replace the existing box and bag (364 respondents; 76.2%). This was followed by an additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass (129 respondents; 27.0%). Only 22 respondents (4.6%) stated that their preferred option would be an additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 25 (Appendix B, page 100). In terms of gender, there were some slight differences. The proportions of male and female respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for all recycling to replace the existing box and bag were virtually identical (76.4% and 76.0%, respectively). The proportion of males who would use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass (25.5%) was slightly smaller than the equivalent proportion among female respondents (28.3%). Finally, the proportion of male respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points (6.0%) was larger than the equivalent proportion among female respondents (3.5%).
The proportion of respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for all recycling was highest in North (76.9%), followed by South (76.8%) and Central (74.2%). The proportion who would be prepared to use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass was again highest in North (27.6%), followed by South (26.8%) and Central (26.7%). The proportion of respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points was highest in Central (6.7%), followed by North (4.5%) and South (3.5%). 

Looking at different age-groups, we see that the proportion of respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for all recycling was highest among those aged 55-64 (79.8%), followed by those aged 65+ (79.1%), those aged 16-34 (73.7%) and those aged 35-54 (72.9%). The proportion who would be prepared to use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass was highest among those aged 35-54 (28.0%), followed by those aged 65+ (27.3%) and those aged 55-64 (26.1%), and was at its lowest among those aged 16-34 (23.7%). Finally, the proportion of respondents who would use an additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points was highest among those aged 16-34 (7.9%), followed by those aged 65+ (5.5%), those aged 35-54 (4.3%) and those aged 55-64 (3.4%).
Figure 8: If you have an individual wheeled bin for your general refuse, which of the following recycling collections would you prefer? (Please note that where the bag and box collection is currently in place, the new system would replace this).
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Base = 478 respondents

For flats that do not currently have access to the kerbside box and bag system, the Council operates some on-street paper and cardboard recycling facilities (blue-lidded bins back-to-back with general refuse bins), some communal facilities (in bin stores or car parks) and has a network of recycling points which are often at locations such as supermarkets.

In support of its future service delivery plans, the Council wished to find out from panellists who currently use communal or on-street bins (including those in bin stores and chutes) which of the following recycling collections they would be prepared to use:

· Recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores

· Recycling containers for mixed recyclables next to refuse bins / in bin stores with glass collected at Recycling Points

· All recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points

Similar to the question above (which was directed at panellists who currently have an individual wheeled bin for their refuse), panellists who live in flats and who currently use communal or on-street recycling were asked which of the above options they would prefer. We filtered the dataset to only include those panellists who live in flats (see Figure 2, page 21) and then again to exclude any of those panellists who are not offered communal or on-street recycling (see Figure 3, page 22) and those who are offered the service but do not use it (see Figure 4, page 24). This left a total of 57 panellists, whose answers are laid out below in Figure 9 (see page 35), which shows a relatively even split in relation to the options available. The most popular response was recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores (33 respondents; 57.9%), closely followed by all recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points (28 respondents; 49.1%). The least popular of the three options was recycling containers for mixed recyclables next to refuse bins / in bin stores with glass collected at Recycling Points, which was selected by 24 respondents (42.1%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 26 (Appendix B, page 101). In terms of gender, a greater proportion of female respondents (62.5%) stated that they would be prepared to use recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores than was the case among male respondents (54.5%). The opposite was true in relation to recycling containers for mixed recyclables next to refuse bins / in bin stores with glass collected at Recycling Points (42.4% of males vs. 41.7% of females) and all recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points (51.5% of males vs. 45.8% of females).

There were also differences across neighbourhoods. The proportion of respondents who would use recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores was noticeably higher in North (62.5%) and Central (62.1%) than in South (50.0%). The difference between areas was more marked in relation to using recycling containers for mixed recyclables next to refuse bins / in bin stores with glass collected at Recycling Points: the proportion of respondents who would be prepared to use this option was highest in North (50.0%), followed by Central (48.3%) and lowest by far in South (30.0%). A similar divide was also evident in relation to having all recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points, which was supported by 62.1% of respondents in Central, 50.0% in North and only 30.0% in South.

Although there were differences in responses from the different age-groups, none of the options seemed to correlate with age. The proportion of respondents who would be prepared to use recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores was largest among those aged 35-54 (73.7%), followed by those aged 16-34 (60.0%), those aged 65+ (53.8%) and those aged 55-64 (40.0%).The proportion of respondents who would be prepared to use recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores was largest among those aged 35-54 (63.2%), followed by those aged 16-34 (50.0%), those aged 55-64 (33.3%) and those aged 65+ (15.4%). The proportion of respondents who would be prepared to have all recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points was again largest among those 35-54 (57.9%), followed by those aged 16-34 (50.0%), those aged 65+ (46.2%) and those aged 55-64 (40.0%). 

Figure 9: If you use communal or on-street bins (including those in bin stores and chutes), which of the following recycling collections would you be prepared to use?
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Base = 57 respondents

Aberdeen City Council currently provides each household with either 1 x 240 litre black wheeled bin or communal bins for disposal of non-recycled waste. Some households produce more waste than can be collected in one refuse container and the cost of additional collections is spread across the city through council tax. The Council was keen to find out whether panellists believe that households which create more waste should pay for the collection of this additional waste (this charge would not apply where residents have special circumstances, such as a medical condition, which creates extra waste). The responses received are provided below in Figure 10 (see page 36), which shows that there was a very even split among respondents, with a slight majority (315 respondents; 50.2%) stating that these households should pay for the collection of their additional waste.
The proportion of male respondents who stated that households should pay for the collection of additional waste was slightly smaller than among female respondents (49.0% vs. 51.4%). The proportion of respondents answering ‘yes’ was highest in South (56.7%), followed by Central (51.3%) and North (41.1%). Responses to this question correlated with age, as the proportion of respondents answering ‘yes’ was largest among those aged 16-34 (75.5%), dropping to 55.5% of those aged 35-54, 42.1% of those aged 55-64 and 41.3% of those aged 65+.
Figure 10: Do you think households that create more waste should pay for the collection of their additional waste? 
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Base = 627 respondents

The final question in this section aimed to find out from panellists what the main materials left in their general refuse bin is, after all recycling, garden waste and food waste has been collected. Panellists were provided with a predefined list of options and asked to select the top 2 options, but were also invited to provide their own ‘other’ suggestion if necessary. Their answers are provided below in Table 4 (see page 38), which shows that the most frequently offered answer was rigid plastics (489 respondents; 74.2%), followed by cartons (292; 44.3%) and plastic films (281; 42.6%). Each of the remaining options was selected by less than 10.0% of respondents.
63 ‘other’ responses were received. Of these, 24 were not relevant to the question. The remaining responses have been aggregated thematically and incorporated into Table 4 below (see page 38). Among the other suggestions, the only ones identified by more than 1.0% of respondents were “dirty” paper or cardboard (8 respondents; 1.2%) and miscellaneous packaging materials (7 respondents; 1.1%).
We were also able to break down the predefined responses (i.e. the ‘non-other’ responses) by gender, area and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 27 (Appendix B, page 101). The most popular response among both male and female respondents was rigid plastics, although the proportion in each case was clearly different (67.7% of males vs. 80.1% of females). A noticeably larger proportion of female respondents selected the rigid plastics, plastic films (39.0% vs. 46.0% of males) and pet waste (9.7% vs. 4.2% of males) options. 
Rigid plastics was the most popular response in each area of the city, although the proportion selecting this was smaller in Central (66.7%) than in North (77.6%) and South (also 77.6%). Other notable divergences were that the proportion of respondents selecting the pet waste option was smaller in Central (4.9%) than in North (7.7%) and South (8.3%), that the proportion of respondents selecting the textiles option was larger in North (7.1%) than in Central (3.9%) and South (3.5%), and that proportion of respondents selecting the cartons option was larger in North (47.4%) than in Central (42.2%) and South (43.3%).
The most popular response in each age-group was rigid plastics. This response correlated with age: the proportion selecting it was largest among those aged 16-34 (83.6%), followed by those aged 35-54 (78.7%), those aged 55-64 (69.9%) and those aged 65+ (67.7%). This was the only correlation found. However, a number of other notable individual results was found. The proportion of respondents aged 65+ selecting the cartons option was smaller than in other age-groups. Similarly, the proportion of respondents selecting the plastic films option was smaller among those aged 35-54 than other age-groups, whilst the opposite was true for the pet waste option. 
Table 4: The Council collects paper, cardboard, food and drink cans, plastic bottles, glass bottles and jars for recycling from the kerbside as well as a combined garden/food waste collection. In your experience, after recycling these materials, what are the main materials left in your general refuse bin?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Rigid plastics (yoghurt pots, tubs, trays etc.)
	489
	74.2

	Cartons (including tetra-pak)
	292
	44.3

	Plastic films (including plastic bags)
	281
	42.6

	Pet waste
	46
	7.0

	Textiles (clothing, bedding etc.)
	31
	4.7

	Other: "dirty" paper or cardboard
	8
	1.2

	Other: misc. packaging
	7
	1.1

	Other: food waste
	6
	0.9

	Other: baby / feminine waste products
	5
	0.8

	Other: dirt (e.g. sweepings, hoover)
	5
	0.8

	Other: general waste
	4
	0.6

	Other: cellophane
	3
	0.5

	Other: aluminium / foil
	3
	0.5

	Other: plastics
	3
	0.5

	Other: glass
	2
	0.3

	Other: batteries
	2
	0.3

	Other: other garden waste
	2
	0.3

	Other: coal / ash
	1
	0.2

	Other: bottle tops
	1
	0.2

	Other: polystyrene
	1
	0.2

	Other: metals
	1
	0.2

	N/a
	24
	3.6


Base = 659 respondents

SERVICE RESPONSE

	


OPEN SPACE STRATEGY
Last year, the Council published its Open Space Strategy 2011-2016. ‘Open spaces’ refers to green areas within and on the edges of settlements. These can include parks, gardens, playing fields, woodland, river corridors, play areas, amenity spaces (grass cut areas around residential and business areas and road verges), allotments and civic space. The strategy sets out a new vision and aims to improve the quality of open spaces in the City. Responses to the following questions will help the Council to assess the progress of the strategy and contribute towards delivery of an action plan outlining prioritises for future work.

Greenspace Scotland defines quality open space as being accessible and well connected, attractive and appealing and close to the community. Aspects of this might include having low levels or no litter and well maintained facilities and areas.

The first question in this section asked panellists to use a scale of 1-10 (1 = very dissatisfied, 10 = very satisfied) to rate their satisfaction with the quality of open spaces in Aberdeen. The results (see Figure 11, page 41) show that the majority of respondents (421; 66.1%) provided an overall positive response (i.e. a 6, 7, 8, 9 or 10 answer). In terms of individual responses, the most popular rating was 7 (149 respondents; 23.4%), followed by 8 (126; 19.8%), 5 (116; 18.2%) and 6 (94; 14.8%). Each of the remaining options was selected by fewer than 50 respondents. The responses which attracted the lowest levels of support were 1 (13; 2.0%) and 2 (12; 1.9%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 28 (Appendix B, page 102) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

Very few differences emerged between male and female respondents. The proportion of males providing a response indicating a degree of dissatisfaction (i.e. any response between 1 and 5) (33.8%) was only marginally smaller than the proportion of females who did likewise (34.2%). Conversely, a marginally larger proportion of males (66.3%) than females (66.0%) provided an overall satisfied (i.e. any response between 6 and 10) response. Levels of strong satisfaction (i.e. a 10 response) and strong dissatisfaction (i.e. a 1 response) were very similar.
There was a greater degree of variation between areas of the city. Levels of strong dissatisfaction were broadly consistent in North, Central and South, but the level of strong satisfaction was slightly lower in South (2.1%) than in North (4.1%) and Central (5.6%). The proportion of respondents providing an overall dissatisfied (i.e. 1-5) response was largest in North (38.3%), followed by Central (33.5%) and South (30.8%). Conversely, the proportion of respondents providing an overall satisfied (i.e. 6-10) response was largest in South (69.2%), followed by Central (66.6%) and North (61.6%). 
There were no age-related correlations found at this level of aggregated analysis. The greatest proportion of respondents expressing overall satisfaction (i.e. a 6-10 response) was found among those aged 35-54 (70.4%), followed by those aged 16-34 (67.3%), those aged 55-64 (64.0%) and those aged 65+ (60.2%). Conversely, the proportion of respondents expressing some degree of dissatisfaction (i.e. a 1-5 response) was largest among those aged 65+ (39.9%), followed by those aged 55-64 (36.1%), those aged 16-34 (32.7%) and those aged 35-54 (29.4%). The age-group with the greatest proportion of respondents expressing strong dissatisfaction (i.e. a 1 response) was the 65+ age-group (3.4%), followed by those aged 55-64 (2.4%), those aged 16-34 (1.8%) and those aged 35-54 (1.1%). The proportion of respondents expressing strong satisfaction (i.e. a 10 response) was largest in the 65+ age-group (6.1%), followed by the 35-54 age-group (3.8%) and the 55-64 age-group (3.0%). No respondents aged 16-34 (0.0%) expressed strong satisfaction.
Figure 11: On a scale of 1-10 (where 1 is ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 is ‘very satisfied’), generally how satisfied are you with the quality of open spaces in the city?
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Base = 637 respondents

Similarly, panellists were then asked to rate their satisfaction with safety in the city’s open spaces (using the same 1-10 scale). Respondents were prompted to consider such issues as levels of crime and anti-social behaviour, vandalism and dog fouling before providing their answer. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 12 (see page 43). The chart shows that once again, a majority of respondents provided a positive (i.e. 6-10) response (383 respondents; 60.2%). The most popular individual response was once again 7 (151 respondents; 23.7%), followed by 5 (120; 18.9%), 6 (98; 15.4%), 8 (92; 14.5) and 4 (64; 10.1%). Each of the remaining options was selected by fewer than 50 respondents, with 1 (14; 2.2%), 2 (15; 2.4%) and 10 (also 15; 2.4%) attracting the lowest level of support.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 29 (Appendix B, page 103) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The proportion of male respondents indicating some degree of dissatisfaction (i.e. providing a response between 1 and 5) (38.5%) was slightly smaller than the equivalent proportion among females (40.8%). Conversely, the proportion of male respondents providing an overall satisfied response (i.e. a response between 6 and 10) (61.6%) was marginally larger than among female respondents (59.1%). Levels of strong dissatisfaction were very similar, but the proportion of female respondents providing a very satisfied response (i.e. a 10 response) (1.5%) was less than half the equivalent proportion among male respondents (3.3%).

There was clear variation across different areas of the city in relation to satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Overall satisfaction (i.e. all 6-10 responses aggregated) was at its highest in South (66.4%), followed by Central (58.2%) and North (54.7%). Conversely, overall dissatisfaction (i.e. 1-5 responses) was highest in North (45.3%), followed by Central (41.9%) and South (33.5%). Levels of strong dissatisfaction (i.e. all 1 responses) were highest in North and Central (both 2.6%) and lowest in South (1.6%). Levels of strong satisfaction (i.e. all 10 responses) were highest in Central (3.6%) and lower in North (2.6%) and South (1.2%).
Levels of overall satisfaction and dissatisfaction correlated with age-group. The proportion of respondents expressing some degree of satisfaction (i.e. 6-10 responses) was largest among those aged 16-34 (66.7%), dropping to 65.2% of those aged 35-54, 57.4% of those aged 55-64 and 52.4% of those aged 65+. Conversely, levels of overall dissatisfaction (i.e. 1-5 responses) were highest among those aged 65+ (47.7%), followed by those aged 55-64 (42.6%), those aged 35-54 (34.7%) and those aged 16-34 (33.4%). Levels of strong satisfaction (i.e. all 10 responses) were highest among those aged 16-34 (3.7%), followed by those aged 55-64 (3.0%), those aged 65+ (2.7%) and those aged 35-54 (1.5%). Levels of strong dissatisfaction (i.e. all 1 responses) were highest among those aged 55-64 (3.0%), followed by those aged 65+ (2.7%), those aged 16-34 (1.9%) and those aged 35-54 (1.5%).
Figure 12: On a scale of 1-10 (where 1 is ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 is ‘very satisfied’), generally how satisfied are you with safety in the City’s open spaces?
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Base = 636 respondents

Panellists were then asked whether or not they had seen any publicity or promotion of the city’s open spaces over the past 12 months. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 13 (see page 44), which shows that the number of respondents who have not seen any publicity or promotion (440 respondents; 68.8%) is more than double the number that has (200 respondents; 31.3%).
The proportions of male (31.0%) and female respondents (31.2%) who answered yes were virtually identical. There was slightly more variation across areas: the proportion of respondents who had seen any publicity or promotion was smallest in North (25.8%), followed by Central (30.0%) and South (36.4%). There was also variation across age-groups. The proportion answering yes was largest in the 16-34 (37.0%) and 55-64 (36.1%) age-groups, and smallest in the 35-54 (28.2%) and 65+ (28.5%) age-groups.
Figure 13: Have you seen any publicity or promotion of the City’s open spaces in the last 12 months?
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Base = 640 respondents

Part of the Open Space Strategy aims to involve communities in developing open space / green space management plans to maintain the City’s open spaces. This involvement might include actively doing work in the open spaces, attending meetings or drafting and preparing documents.

The Council was keen to establish how many panellists had been involved in developing open space or green space management plans. Responses to this question are laid out below in Figure 14 (see page 45), which shows that the vast majority of respondents (619; 95.4%) have never been involved. An equal number of respondents (15; 2.3%) said that they were either involved currently, or had been involved previously but no longer were.
Because of the very small number of responses in the yes categories, there is no value in conducting any further stratified analysis on the basis of gender, area or age-group.
Figure 14: Have you been, or are you currently involved in developing open space / green space management plans?
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Base = 649 respondents

The 30 respondents who stated that they either are or had previously been involved in the development of open space or green space management plans were asked to provide the name of the group(s) in which they are / were involved. Their responses are laid out below in Table 5 (see page 46). 8 respondents (26.7%) provided a response which was not relevant to the question. Beyond this, the most popular response was a Community Council (4 respondents; 13.3%). This was followed by a number of groups which were each selected by only 1 or 2 respondents.
Table 5: Please provide the name of the group you were / are involved in.

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Community Council
	4
	13.3

	Friends of Sunnybank Park  
	2
	6.7

	Friends of Union Terrace Gardens
	2
	6.7

	Aberdeen Greenspace
	2
	6.7

	Unspecified / unclear
	2
	6.7

	Friends of Seaton Park
	2
	6.7

	Aberdeen City Outdoor Access Forum
	1
	3.3

	Common Good Aberdeen
	1
	3.3

	Cummings Park Community Flat
	1
	3.3

	Danestone School Eco-Committee
	1
	3.3

	Devanha Terrace Gardens Conservation Group
	1
	3.3

	Friends of Duthie Park
	1
	3.3

	Dyce gardening club
	1
	3.3

	Friends of Denburn
	1
	3.3

	Hazlehead Parent Council
	1
	3.3

	Friends of Cruickshank Gardens
	1
	3.3

	Friends of Seaton Park
	1
	3.3

	Friends of Hazlehead Park
	1
	3.3

	River Don SURF Project
	1
	3.3

	N/a
	8
	26.7


Base = 30 respondents
The 619 respondents who stated that they have never been involved in the development of open space or green space management plans were subsequently asked if they would be interested in getting involved. Their responses – laid out below in Figure 15 (see page 47) – show that the majority of respondents (467; 76.7%) would not be interested.
The proportion of male respondents to this question who would be interested in getting involved (24.9%) was slightly larger than the equivalent proportion among female respondents (21.7%). An identical proportion of respondents in North and South (both 21.1%) said that they would be interested in getting involved. A slightly larger proportion of respondents in Central (28.0%) stated that they would be interested. The proportion of respondents who would be interested in getting involved was largest among respondents aged 16-34 (27.8%) and lowest among those aged 65+ (16.3%). An identical proportion of respondents aged 35-54 and 55-64 (both 25.2%) said that they would be interested in getting involved.
Figure 15: If you are not, or have never been, involved in developing open space / green space management plans, are you interested in getting involved?
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Base = 609 respondents

The 142 respondents who stated that they would be interested in getting involved were then asked if they knew who to contact or how to get involved. Their responses are provided below in Figure 16 (see page 48). The chart shows that 139 panellists replied, with the overwhelming majority (131 respondents; 94.2%) stating that they did not know whom they ought to contact or how to get involved.
Because of the very small number of responses in the yes category, there is no value in conducting any further stratified analysis on the basis of gender, area or age-group.
Figure 16: If you are interested in getting involved in the development of open space / green space management plans, do you know who to contact or how to get involved?
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Base = 139 respondents

Similarly, all panellists were then asked whether or not they are, or have been, involved in park user groups (such as ‘friends of’ groups). Their responses are laid out below in Figure 17 (see page 49), which shows that once again, a clear majority of respondents (603; 94.7%) have never been involved in groups of this nature. 20 respondents (3.1%) are currently involved in at least one group of this nature, whilst 14 respondents (2.2%) stated that they had been involved in a group like this in the past (but not now).
Because of the very small number of responses in the yes categories, there is no value in conducting any further stratified analysis on the basis of gender, area or age-group.
Figure 17: Have you been, or are you currently, involved in park user groups (such as ‘friends of’ groups)?
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Base = 637 respondents

The 34 respondents who stated that they either are or had previously been involved in park user groups were then asked to provide the name of the group(s) in which they are / were involved. Their responses are laid out below in Table 6. The most popular response was Friends of Union Terrace Gardens (12 respondents; 35.3%) followed by Friends of Seaton Park (6; 17.6%). 5 respondents (14.7%) either provided too unspecific or too unclear an answer, and 4 respondents (11.8%) cited Friends of Duthie Park. After this, a number of groups was identified by only 1 or 2 respondents each. 5 respondents (14.7%) either provided no response or provided a response which was not relevant to the question.
Table 6: Please name the group you are / were involved in.

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Friends of Union Terrace Gardens
	12
	35.3

	Friends of Seaton Park
	6
	17.6

	Unspecified / unclear
	5
	14.7

	Friends of Duthie Park
	4
	11.8

	Friends of Sunnybank Park
	2
	5.9

	Common Good Aberdeen
	2
	5.9

	Friends of Hazlehead Park  
	1
	2.9

	Nether Loirston Growers Association
	1
	2.9

	Save Union Terrace Gardens
	1
	2.9

	N/a
	5
	14.7


Base = 34 respondents
The 603 panellists who said that they had never been involved in park user groups were asked if they would be interested in getting involved. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 18, which again shows that a very clear majority of respondents (490; 83.1%) are not interested.
The proportion of male respondents stating that they would be interested in getting involved in a park user group (16.2%) was marginally smaller than the equivalent proportion of female respondents (17.5%). The proportion of respondents answering yes was slightly smaller in North (13.6%) than in Central (18.4%) and South (18.3%). There was also a spread of responses across age-groups. The greatest proportion of respondents answering yes was found among those aged 16-34 (20.4%), followed by those aged 55-64 (19.2%) and those aged 35-54 (16.7%). The smallest proportion of respondents interested in getting involved was found among those aged 65+ (13.1%).
Figure 18: If you are not, or have never been, involved in park user groups (such as ‘friends of’ groups), are you interested in getting involved?
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Base = 590 respondents

The 100 panellists who indicated that they are interested in getting involved in park user groups were then asked whether or not they knew whom they should contact or how to get involved. Their responses are shown below in Figure 19 (see page 51). The chart shows that only 11 respondents (11.2%) did know whom they ought to contact or how to get involved.
Because of the very small number of responses in the yes category, there is no value in conducting any further stratified analysis on the basis of gender, area or age-group.
Figure 19: If you are interested in getting involved in park user groups, do you know who to contact or how to get involved?
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Base = 98 respondents
SERVICE RESPONSE

	


LOW CARBON SOCIETY
In June 2011, Community Planning Aberdeen reviewed its priorities and adopted the five Scottish Government key themes, which include ‘Greener’. This theme deals with issues relating to land use, the environment, transport and housing. A working group was established to identify the key priorities for this theme, and these were identified as ‘waste’ and ‘low carbon society’.

However, the working group commented that ‘low carbon society’ is difficult to define, and can mean different things to different people. To help the group focus their work over the next 2 years, they want to know what panellists think about a low carbon society and how and where the group should focus their efforts on achieving this aspiration.
As such, the first question in this section sought to establish what panellists feel to be the most important aspects of being a ‘low carbon society’. Panellists were provided with a list of predefined options and asked to select no more than 3 options, but were also given the opportunity to provide their own ‘other’ option. Their responses are tabulated below in Table 7 (see page 54). This shows that the most frequently selected aspects were increased energy efficiency (421 respondents; 63.9%) and reducing the resources we use (372 respondents; 56.4%). These were the only options to be selected by a majority of respondents. However, a very large minority of respondents also selected use of greener modes of transport (323 respondents; 49.0%) and use of renewable energy (314 respondents; 47.6%).
16 respondents provided an ‘other’ response. Of these, the most popular were better road / traffic management (6 respondents; 0.9%) and making public transport greener. 2 respondents (0.3%) made suggestions along the lines of a more sustainable environment, 1 respondent (0.2%) wanted to see greener buildings and 4 respondents (0.6%) provided irrelevant responses.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 30 (Appendix B, page 104) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here. The most prominent differences between male and female respondents came in relation to increased energy efficiency (selected by 69.0% of males but 58.9% of females), use of renewable energy (selected by 51.3% of females but 43.8% of males) and reducing the resources we use (selected by 61.9% of females but 50.5% of males). The most popular response among males was increased energy efficiency, whilst for females it was reducing the resources we use.
Increased energy efficiency was the most popular response in each area of the city, although in North it was the joint most popular alongside reducing the resources we use. The most prominent differences between areas came in relation to use of renewable energy (selected by 52.6% of respondents in North and 48.5% in Central, but only 43.3% in South), use of greener modes of transport (selected by 54.9% of respondents in Central and 51.2% in South, but only 39.3% in North), and reducing the resources we use (selected by 59.7% of respondents in North and 58.7% in South, but only 50.5% in Central).
There were no age correlations, but responses did differ across cohorts. The most popular response for those aged 16-34, 55-64 and 65+ was increased energy efficiency. For those aged 35-54, it was reducing the resources we use. The most notable unique results were the popularity of use of greener modes of transport among those aged 16-34 (58.2%, compared to 48.1% of those aged 35-54, 48.6% of those aged 55-64 and 46.8% of those aged 65+) and reducing the resources we use (selected by 66.0% of those aged 35-54, but only 58.2% of those aged 16-34, 47.4% of those aged 55-64 and 49.4% of those aged 65+).
Table 7: Aberdeen City aspires to being a ‘low carbon society’. In your view, which of the following are the most important aspects of a low carbon society?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Increased energy efficiency
	421
	63.9

	Reducing the resources we use (reduce, reuse, recycle)
	372
	56.4

	Use of greener modes of transport (walking, cycling, public transport) / reducing travel
	323
	49.0

	Use of renewable energy
	314
	47.6

	Changing our behaviour / working practices
	231
	35.1

	Efficient use of land
	83
	12.6

	Other
	16
	2.4


Base = 659 respondents

The next question asked panellists to identify the low carbon sectors on which they thought it was most important for the Greener theme to focus. Again, panellists were given a list of predefined options and were asked to select up to 3 of them, but were also invited to submit their own ‘other’ response if necessary. Table 8 (see page 56) sets out the responses received, and shows that the most frequently selected low carbon sectors were transport and travel (379 respondents; 57.5%) and waste reduction and recycling (367; 55.7%). These two were the only sectors selected by a majority of respondents. However, over a third of panellists also selected energy generation / renewables (247; 37.5%), awareness raising / training / behavioural change (236; 35.8%) and planning issues (235; 35.7%). 3 respondents (0.5%) provided an ‘other’ suggestion, but none of these were directly relevant to the question at hand.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 31 (Appendix B, page 104) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response for male panellists was transport and travel (58.5%), whilst for female panellists it was waste reduction and recycling (60.7%). It is worth noting that the buildings and construction option was selected by a considerably larger proportion of male respondents (38.3%) than female respondents (25.5%). Conversely, the proportion of female respondents (60.7%) selecting reducing the resources we use was noticeably larger than among males (50.8%).
The most popular response in South was waste reduction and recycling (57.9%). This was also the joint top answer in North, alongside transport and travel (56.1%). Transport and travel was also the most popular response in Central (64.7%). The only noteworthy difference between responses in different areas came in relation to the transport and travel option, which was selected by 64.7% of respondents in Central but by only 56.1% in North and 52.8% in South.
Transport and travel was the most popular response among those aged 16-34 (67.3%) and 55-64 (56.6%), whilst waste reduction and recycling was the most popular answer for those aged 35-54 (61.2%) and 65+ (53.2%). There were two answers whose responses appeared to correlate with age. Firstly, planning issues was selected as a response by only 23.6% of those aged 16-34, rising to 32.1% of those aged 35-54, 34.1% of those aged 55-64 and 46.8% of those aged 65+. Secondly, transport and travel was selected by 67.3% of those aged 16-34, falling to 59.3% of those aged 35-54, 56.6% of those aged 55-64 and 51.9% of those aged 65+. Other than this, the only notable age-related divergence was the popularity of the waste reduction and recycling option among those aged 35-54 relative to other age-groups.
Table 8: Which low carbon sectors do you think it is most important for the Greener theme to focus on?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Transport & travel
	379
	57.5

	Waste reduction & recycling
	367
	55.7

	Energy generation / renewables
	247
	37.5

	Awareness raising / training / behaviour change
	236
	35.8

	Planning issues such as the identification of appropriate development locations and protection of green spaces
	235
	35.7

	Buildings and construction
	211
	32.0

	Sustainable purchasing / Fairtrade
	60
	9.1

	Other
	3
	0.5


Base = 659 respondents

Panellists were then presented with a list of possible benefits which may accrue as a result of becoming a low carbon society. These benefits might apply to individual citizens, businesses and/or the city as a whole, both now and in the future. They were asked to identify which of these they felt would be most beneficial overall. They were asked to select a maximum of 3 options, but were also given the opportunity of providing their own ‘other’ suggestion if they so wished. The responses received are laid out below in Table 9 (see page 57), which shows that the most popular benefits were cleaner, greener transport (392 respondents; 59.5%) and using less resources, less landfill, resource efficiency (386; 58.6%). Both of these attracted the support of a majority of respondents, and were the only options to do so. However, just under half of respondents also selected improved air quality / environment (319; 48.4%) and protection of greenbelt / access to green spaces (296; 44.9%). Each of the other options was selected by less than a fifth of respondents. 8 respondents provided an ‘other’ response but once again, none of these were directly relevant to the question at hand.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 32 (Appendix B, page 105) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response among male panellists was cleaner, greener transport (61.0%). For female respondents, it was using less resources, less landfill and resource efficiency (60.4%). A few other minor differences emerged between male and female respondents. The proportion of male respondents selecting the business opportunities response (19.5%) was more than double the proportion of female respondents who did so (9.7%). However, the proportion of female respondents (51.3%) selecting improved air quality / environment was larger than among males (44.7%), and the same was true of resilience to a changing climate (20.8% of female respondents vs. 13.1% of males).
The most popular response in North and Central was cleaner, greener transport (59.2% and 63.2%, respectively), whilst in South it was using less resources, less landfill and resource efficiency (60.6%). A small number of additional noteworthy results was found. The proportion of respondents in Central who selected the improved air quality / environment (43.1%) was – perhaps surprisingly – smaller than the proportion selecting this option in both North (50.0%) and South (50.8%). The proportion of respondents selecting the resilience to a changing climate option was smallest in North (11.7%) and largest in Central (18.1%) and South (20.5%).
For the two youngest age-groups, the most popular response was using less resources, less landfill and resource efficiency (56.4% of those aged 16-34 and 67.5% of those aged 35-54) whilst cleaner, greener transport was the most popular among those aged 55-64 (66.5%) and 65+ (64.6%). The responses to only one option correlated with age-group: the proportion selecting the protection of greenbelt / access to green spaces option was smallest among those aged 16-34 (32.7%), rising to 39.2% of those aged 35-54, 46.2% of those aged 55-64 and 57.6% of those aged 65+.

Table 9: A low carbon society could result in benefits for individual citizens, businesses and the city as a whole now and in the future. Which of the following do you think would be most beneficial?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Cleaner, greener transport
	392
	59.5

	Using less resources, less landfill, resource efficiency
	386
	58.6

	Improved air quality / environment
	319
	48.4

	Protection of greenbelt / access to green spaces
	296
	44.9

	Resilience to a changing climate
	113
	17.1

	Creation of new green jobs
	107
	16.2

	Business opportunities
	94
	14.3

	Other
	8
	1.2


Base = 659 respondents 
Finally in this section, panellists were asked if they had any further comments on how Aberdeen could focus on becoming a low carbon society. Their responses have been aggregated thematically, and the various themes (and the frequency with which they were mentioned by individual panellists) are laid out below in Table 10 (see page 58).
142 panellists provided a response. Of these, the largest theme related to better road / traffic management (33 respondents; 23.2% of respondents). Recurrent responses in this theme related to reducing traffic lights, increasing the use of roundabouts, pushing on with the AWPR, tackling congestion at the Haudagain roundabout, and getting rid of bendy buses. The next most popular theme was that public transport provision should be improved (28 respondents; 19.7%). This incorporated numerous suggestions about enforcing lower-emission buses and extending provision across the city, for example. After this, the most prominent theme related to the enforcement or introduction of greener planning policies and/or building standards (16 respondents; 11.3%). In particular, these panellists were keen to see more energy-efficient buildings and more widespread encouragement of solar panels in new building developments. 10 respondents (7.0%) apiece argued that there should be more investment in sustainable transport infrastructure (e.g. cycle lanes) and cheaper public transport. Each of the remaining themes was cited by less than 10 respondents. 43 panellists (30.3%) provided responses which were not directly relevant to the question.
Table 10: Do you have any further comments on how Aberdeen could focus on becoming a low carbon society?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Better road /  traffic management
	33
	23.2

	Improved, greener public transport options and routes
	28
	19.7

	Greener planning policies and standards
	16
	11.3

	More provision for sustainable transport (e.g. cycle lanes)
	10
	7.0

	Cheaper public transport
	10
	7.0

	Pedestrianisation of the city centre
	7
	4.9

	More focus on renewables
	5
	3.5

	Reduce amount of development
	4
	2.8

	Provision of ‘Energy from Waste’ facilities
	3
	2.1

	Congestion charging in the city
	3
	2.1

	Awareness campaigns
	3
	2.1

	More cooperation with business to reduce carbon
	3
	2.1

	Reduce street lighting provision / intensity
	3
	2.1

	Preserve green spaces in the city
	2
	1.4

	Increase recycling provision
	2
	1.4

	Make recycling mandatory
	1
	0.7

	N/a
	43
	30.3


Base = 142 respondents
SERVICE RESPONSE

	


TREES AND WOODLAND
Aberdeen City Council’s ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ project was recently completed. The project was set the target of planting 210,000 trees – one for every citizen – across the city. It has resulted in the successful establishment of some 100 hectares of new woodland within the city. These woodlands will provide a wide range of benefits to the local communities and are valuable wildlife habitats.
The first question in this section aimed to establish whether panellists were aware of the ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ project before reading about it in the City Voice. Responses to this question are provided below in Figure 20, which shows that there was a relatively even split among panellists, with a slight majority (339 respondents; 52.5%) stating that they had not been aware of the project and a large minority (307 respondents; 47.5%) stating that they had.
The proportion of male respondents claiming prior awareness (44.7%) was smaller than the equivalent proportion among female respondents (49.7%). Prior awareness was higher in South (52.4% of respondents there) than in North (49.0%) and Central (39.6%). Prior awareness correlated with age-group: the proportion claiming prior awareness was smallest among those aged 16-34 (29.6%), climbing to 39.7% of those aged 35-54, 55.3% of those aged 55-64 and 57.7% of those aged 65+.

Figure 20: Before reading about it in City Voice, did you know about the ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ tree planting project?
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Base = 646 respondents

All panellists were then asked to provide their opinion on the ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ project. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 21 (see page 62). The chart shows that just under half of all respondents stated that it had been a worthwhile project (310; 48.6%), whilst around a fifth of all respondents (138; 21.6%) stated that it had not been a worthwhile project. However, a sizeable number of respondents provided a ‘don’t know’ (116; 18.2%) or ‘no opinion’ response (74; 11.6%). Wwhen considering only those respondents who gave a clear positive or negative opinion (total 448), a very clear majority of these were positive (69.2%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 33 (Appendix B, page 105) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

Some differences emerged between male and female panellists. The most popular response for both males and females was that the project had been worthwhile, although the proportion who said so was larger among males (51.0%) than among females (46.1%). The opposite was true in relation to those saying that it had not been a worthwhile project (19.2% of males vs. 24.1% of females). Whilst a larger proportion of females than males selected the don’t know option (15.6% of males vs. 20.5% of females), the opposite was true in relation to the no opinion option (14.2% of males vs. 9.3% of females).
There was also some variation by area. The most popular response in each area was that the project had been worthwhile. The proportion of respondents who stated this was largest in Central (50.2%) and South (49.4%), and smallest in North (45.3%). The proportion who stated that it had not been a worthwhile project was largest in North (25.5%), followed by South (21.6%) and Central (18.4%). The proportion selecting the don’t know option was smallest in North (15.6%) followed by South (18.3%) and Central (20.4%), whilst the proportion selecting the no opinion option was smallest in South (10.8%) followed by Central (10.9%) and North (13.5%).

Some differences also emerged when breaking these results down by age-group. The greatest share of respondents in each age-group stated that the project had been worthwhile. However, the extent to which they agreed with this differed slightly. The largest proportion to state that it had been worthwhile was in the 55-64 age-group (49.7%) followed by those aged 35-54 (48.5%), those aged 65+ (48.1%) and those aged 16-34 (45.3%). The proportion of respondents stating that the project had not been worthwhile correlated with age. It was smallest among those aged 16-34 (5.7%), rising to 18.5% of those aged 35-54, 24.0% of those aged 55-64 and 30.5% of those aged 65+. The two remaining responses – don’t know and no opinion – also correlated with age-group. In each case, the proportion of respondents selecting these options was largest among those aged 16-34, falling across each successively older age-group to its lowest point among those aged 65+.
Figure 21: What is your opinion of the ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ tree planting project?
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Base = 638 respondents

The next question in this section sought to determine what type(s) of land panellists believe should be planted when the Council considers future tree-planting projects. Panellists were provided with a list of predefined options and asked to select all that applied. Their responses are provided below in Figure 22 (see page 63), which shows that the most popular options were parks and gardens (430 respondents; 65.3%), amenity space (377; 57.2%), existing open space (370; 56.1%) and street verges (213; 32.3%). Each of the remaining options was identified by less than a quarter of panellists.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 34 (Appendix B, page 106) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response among both male and female respondents was parks and gardens (63.3% and 67.4%, respectively). The only other notable differences were that a greater proportion of male respondents than female respondents selected the existing open space (62.3% vs. 51.0%) and farm land (15.3% vs. 8.8%) options. Across all three areas of the city, parks and gardens was again the most popular response (68.9% in North, 63.7% in Central and 64.2% in South). There were few differences between the responses from different areas. The only notable divergences came in relation to the pavements and street verges options. In each case, a noticeably smaller proportion of respondents in North selected this option than in South and Central.
Parks and gardens was also the most popular response in each age-group (61.8% of those aged 16-34, 60.8% of those aged 35-54, 71.1% of those aged 55-64 and 68.4% of those aged 65+). There were two responses which correlated with age. Firstly, the proportion of respondents who selected the sports pitches option was largest among those aged 16-34 (12.7%), followed by those aged 35-54 (7.5%) and 55-64 (7.5%), and lowest among those aged 65+ (5.7%). The same trend was found in relation to the street verges option: the proportion of respondents selecting this option fell from a high of 41.8% of those aged 16-34 across each successively younger age-group to a low of 23.4% among those aged 65+. A small number of noteworthy individual results was also identified. In particular, it is worth noting that the proportion of respondents aged 16-34 (29.1%) and 35-54 (26.5%) who selected the pavements option was almost double the proportion of those aged 55-64 (14.5%) and 65+ (14.6%) who did likewise. Similarly, the proportion of respondents aged 16-34 who selected the existing open space option was smaller (45.5%) than among other age-groups (57.8% of those aged 35-54, 60.7% of those aged 55-64 and 53.2% of those aged 65+).
Figure 22: When the Council considers future tree planting projects, what type(s) of land do you think should be planted?
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Base = 659 respondents

Panellists were then invited to provide details on any specific types or species of tree which they would like to see planted as part of future tree-planting projects. Their responses have been aggregated thematically and are provided below in Table 11 (see page 65), alongside the frequency with which they were mentioned by individual panellists.

200 panellists responded to this question, providing a wide range of responses. Some of these responses related to specific types or species of tree, and others related to specific characteristics they would like to see in any trees planted. Both types of suggestion are treated equally in this analysis. The table (see page 65) shows that the most popular suggestion by far was that native species should be planted (50 respondents; 25.0%). This was followed by a desire to see oak, birch or rowan trees being planted (25 respondents each; 12.5%), beech trees (13; 6.5%), deciduous trees (11; 5.5%) and pine, elm or cherry trees (each 10; 5.0%). Each of the remaining suggestions was made by less than 5.0% of respondents. 18 respondents (9.0%) provided answers which were not relevant to the question.
Table 11: If there are any specific types or species of trees that you would like to see planted as part of future tree planting projects, please specify.
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Native species
	50
	25.0

	Oak
	25
	12.5

	Birch
	25
	12.5

	Rowan
	25
	12.5

	Beech
	13
	6.5

	Deciduous
	11
	5.5

	Pine
	10
	5.0

	Elm
	10
	5.0

	Cherry
	10
	5.0

	Maple
	9
	4.5

	Evergreens
	9
	4.5

	Not too big/ tall
	9
	4.5

	Fruit trees
	9
	4.5

	Variety
	8
	4.0

	Broad leaf
	8
	4.0

	Willow
	6
	3.0

	Apple
	6
	3.0

	Sensitive to location
	5
	2.5

	Ash
	5
	2.5

	Support wildlife etc.
	5
	2.5


	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Cherry blossom
	5
	2.5

	Copper beech
	5
	2.5

	Chestnut
	5
	2.5

	Fir
	4
	2.0

	Lime
	4
	2.0

	Flowering trees
	4
	2.0

	Conifers
	3
	1.5

	Hawthorn
	3
	1.5

	Low maintenance
	3
	1.5

	Aspen
	2
	1.0

	Deep roots
	2
	1.0

	Whitebeam
	2
	1.0

	Spruce
	2
	1.0

	Endangered species
	2
	1.0

	Sycamore
	2
	1.0

	Unspecified
	1
	0.5

	Alder
	1
	0.5

	Apple blossom
	1
	0.5

	Bamboo
	1
	0.5

	Dog roses
	1
	0.5


	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Lilac
	1
	0.5

	Yew
	1
	0.5

	Rosehip
	1
	0.5

	Damson
	1
	0.5

	Slow growing species
	1
	0.5

	Poplar
	1
	0.5

	N/a
	18
	9.0


Base = 200 respondents

Panellists were then asked if they would like to see more trees being planted in the gardens of private properties that front onto streets. The responses provided by panellists are laid out below in Figure 23, which shows that a majority of respondents (353; 58.7%) would not like to see this happen.

The proportion of male respondents who said that they would like to see more trees being planted in the gardens of private properties that front onto streets (47.2%) was noticeably larger than the equivalent proportion among female respondents (35.6%). An identical proportion of respondents (42.4%) in Central and South supported the proposal, whilst only 38.5% of respondents in North did likewise. The proportion of respondents supporting this type of planting was largest among those aged 35-54 (47.3%), followed by those aged 55-64 (41.9%), those aged 16-34 (41.2%) and those aged 65+ (30.9%). 

Figure 23: Would you like to see more trees planted in the gardens of private properties that front on to streets?
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Base = 601 respondents

Panellists were then asked if they would like to see more trees being planted in the city’s streets. Their responses are laid out in Figure 24 (see page 67) below. The chart shows that a majority of respondents (360; 57.8%) would like to see this.
A larger proportion of male respondents (59.9%) than female respondents (49.2%) stated that they would like to see more trees planted in the city’s streets. Support for more tree-planting was higher in Central (63.3%) and South (60.2%) than in North (49.2%). The age-group containing the largest proportion of respondents supporting more planting of this type was the 35-54 age-group (67.9%). This was followed by those aged 16-34 (62.7%), those aged 55-64 (53.9%) and those aged 65+ (43.7%).

Figure 24: Would you like to see more trees planted in the city’s streets?
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Base = 623 respondents

The 360 panellists who stated above that they would like to see more trees planted in the city’s streets were then asked whether there were any particular types or species of tree they would like to see planted. 138 panellists responded. As with previous questions, their responses have been aggregated thematically and are provided below in Table 12 (see page 68), complete with the frequency with which they were mentioned by individual panellists.

Again, panellists’ responses contained a mixture of suggestions relating to specific types or species of tree, and specific characteristics they would like to see in any trees planted. Both types of suggestion are treated equally in this analysis. The table shows that the most popular suggestion was that rowan trees should be planted (27 respondents; 19.6%). This was closely followed by a desire to see native species of tree being planted (25; 18.1%). Birch (18; 13.0%) was the next most popular suggestion, followed by the recommendation that any trees which are planted should not be too big or too tall (14; 10.1%). 
Beech trees were the next most popular response (12; 8.7%), followed by a desire to see trees which are sympathetic / complementary to the area in which they are planted (10; 7.2%). Oak trees, cherry trees and trees with deep or small roots were each suggested by 9 respondents (6.5%), whilst 7 respondents (5.1%) stated that they wanted to see deciduous trees planted (5.1%). Each of the remaining suggestions was endorsed by less than 5.0% of respondents. 11 respondents (8.0%) provided answers which were not relevant to the question.
Table 12: If you would like to see more trees planted in the city’s streets, are there any particular types or species?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Rowan
	27
	19.6

	Native species
	25
	18.1

	Birch
	18
	13.0

	Not too big / tall
	14
	10.1

	Beech
	12
	8.7

	Sensitive to location
	10
	7.2

	Oak
	9
	6.5

	Deep / small roots
	9
	6.5

	Cherry
	9
	6.5

	Deciduous
	7
	5.1

	Supports environment
	6
	4.3

	Cherry blossom
	6
	4.3

	Variety
	5
	3.6

	Maple
	5
	3.6

	Elm
	5
	3.6

	Flowering trees
	5
	3.6

	Fruit trees
	5
	3.6

	Unspecified
	4
	2.9

	Fir
	3
	2.2

	Evergreens
	3
	2.2

	Ash
	3
	2.2

	Apple
	3
	2.2

	Copper beech
	3
	2.2

	Chestnut
	3
	2.2

	Hawthorn
	3
	2.2


	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Low maintenance
	3
	2.2

	Sycamore
	3
	2.2

	Plane trees
	3
	2.2

	Pine
	2
	1.4

	Broad leaf
	2
	1.4

	Pollution absorbing
	2
	1.4

	Sorbus
	2
	1.4

	Willow
	1
	0.7

	Apple blossom
	1
	0.7

	Dog roses
	1
	0.7

	Whitebeam
	1
	0.7

	Conifers
	1
	0.7

	Lime
	1
	0.7

	Hazel
	1
	0.7

	Light foliage
	1
	0.7

	Colourful
	1
	0.7

	Monkey puzzle
	1
	0.7

	Hornbeam
	1
	0.7

	Robust
	1
	0.7

	Ornamental
	1
	0.7

	Eucalyptus
	1
	0.7

	Magnolia
	1
	0.7

	Aira
	1
	0.7

	Betula
	1
	0.7

	N/a
	11
	8.0


Base = 138 respondents

The Scottish Government has set a target, through the Scottish Forestry Strategy, of 25% woodland cover by the year 2050. It recognises that local authorities have a key role to play in helping to achieve this target and has produced guidance to aid local authorities in the preparation of Forestry and Woodland Strategies. Aberdeen City Council has started to prepare a strategy to help manage its forests, trees and woods, which are collectively known as the ‘Urban Forest’. The Council was keen to find out if the term ‘Urban Forest’ was one with which panellists were already familiar. Figure 25 (see page 69) shows that out of 648 respondents, the vast majority (548; 85.2%) said that the term ‘Urban Forest’ was new to them.
The proportion of male respondents stating that the term was new to them (85.8%) was larger than among female respondents (84.5%). The proportion of respondents claiming no prior awareness of the term was higher in Central (86.6%) and North (85.5%) than in South (83.7%). The levels of awareness across age-groups were also similar, but the greatest proportion of respondents stating no prior awareness of the term was found among those aged 16-34 (88.9%). This was followed by those aged 65+ (86.4%), those aged 55-64 (86.0%) and those aged 35-54 (83.1%).

Figure 25: The Granite City Forest is the name being given to the Urban Forest in Aberdeen. Is the term ‘Urban Forest’ new to you?
[image: image26.png]95

548

600

500
200

=) =)
S S
< &

syuapuodsay Jo JaquinnN

100

‘ B Respondents





Base = 643 respondents

All panellists were then asked if they thought that trees were important in the urban area. Their responses are provided below in Figure 26 (see page 70), which shows that a very large majority of respondents (589; 92.2%) stated that they think trees are important in the urban area.
A slightly larger proportion of female respondents (92.8%) than male respondents (91.4%) said that they think trees are important in the urban area. The proportion saying likewise was smaller in North (89.9%) than in Central (93.0%) and South (93.1%). The age-group containing the greatest share of respondents agreeing that trees are important to the urban area was the 55-64 age-group (94.1%), followed by the 35-54 age-group (93.5%) and the 16-34 age-group (92.5%). The equivalent proportion among those aged 65+ was noticeably smaller (87.6%). 

Figure 26: Do you think that trees are important in the urban area?
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Base = 639 respondents

The penultimate question in this section was directed at the 589 panellists who stated above that they believe trees are important in urban areas. They were asked to identify the three main benefits provided by trees in urban areas. In addition to a list of predefined options, they were also given the opportunity to provide their own ‘other’ suggestion. The responses received are provided below in Table 13 (see page 71), which shows that the most popular selections were that they help to make the city look nice (418 respondents; 71.0%), they act as a wildlife habitat (389; 59.0%), they improve air quality (377; 64.0%) and they filter harmful pollution (337; 51.1%). These were the only options selected by a majority of respondents, with each of the remaining options selected by less than a quarter of respondents.
13 respondents (2.0%) provided an ‘other’ suggestion. Of these, 2 (0.3%) were not relevant to the question. 9 respondents (1.4%) said that trees help with the general ambience, 2 respondents (0.3%) said that they help with drainage, and 1 respondent (0.2%) said that they are good as an educational resource for young people.

These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 35 (Appendix B, page 106) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response across male and female respondents was that trees help to make the city look nice. Indeed, there were few differences overall between male and female respondents’ answers to this question. The most notable differences were found in relation to the wildlife habitat (68.8% of female respondents vs. 62.1% of males) and provide shelter (15.5% of male respondents vs. 8.1% of females) responses.
Helping to make the city look nice was also the most popular response across all three areas of the city. A number of other notable differences stood out, although these were not major differences. The proportion of respondents selecting the filter harmful pollution response in North (63.5%) was larger than in Central (53.2%) and South (55.9%). The same was true in relation to the offer cooling shade response (17.1% in North but only 8.1% in Central and 7.4% in South). In addition, the proportion selecting the wildlife habitat in Central (61.3%) was slightly smaller than in North (68.2%) and South (67.2%). Beyond these, there were no major divergences.
The most popular response across all age-groups was helping to make the city look nice. However, for those aged 55-64, this was the joint most popular response alongside the filter harmful pollution option. Two age correlations were found. Firstly, the proportion of respondents selecting the offer cooling shade option was largest among those aged 65+ (11.2%), falling to 10.7% of those aged 55-64, 10.3% of those aged 35-54 and 8.2% of those aged 16-34. Secondly, the proportion of respondents selecting the sustainable resource option was again largest among those aged 65+ (27.6%), falling to 22.0% of those aged 55-64, 20.6% of those aged 35-54 and 14.3% of those aged 16-34. The proportion of respondents aged 16-34 who selected the filter harmful pollution was small in comparison with other age-groups, whilst the proportion selecting this option among those aged 55-64 (66.7%) was large compared to other age-groups. The only other notable difference was that the proportion of respondents selecting the wildlife habitat option was larger among those aged 35-54 (71.6%) compared to the other age-groups.
Table 13: If you do think that trees are important in the urban area, what in your opinion are the three main benefits trees provide in the urban area?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Help to make the city look nice
	418
	71.0

	Wildlife habitat
	389
	59.0

	Improve air quality
	377
	64.0

	Filter harmful pollution
	337
	51.1

	A sustainable resource
	131
	22.2

	Provide shelter
	69
	10.5

	Offer cooling shade
	61
	10.4

	Other
	13
	2.0


Base = 659 respondents

The 50 panellists who stated above that they do not believe trees to be important in the urban area were asked to elaborate on why they feel this way. 37 panellists responded, and their answers have been aggregated thematically and are provided below in Table 14, which also shows the number of times each theme was mentioned by a discrete individual. The most regularly cited reason (14 respondents; 37.8%) was that trees cause damage: the most frequent example was that their roots destroy roads and pavements. The next most popular reason (11 respondents; 29.7%) was that they can be dangerous, most often through fallen leaves causing slips and falls during autumn.  7 respondents (18.9%) objected because they feel that trees block light, an identical number (7 respondents; 18.9%) stated that trees belong in parks or the countryside and not in the city, and 6 respondents (16.2%) claimed that trees cause mess, such as fallen leaves or sap dripping onto cars / people. A number of other suggestions was provided, but each of these was provided by 3 panellists or fewer. 8 respondents (21.6%) provided answers which were of no relevance to the question at hand.
Table 14: If you do not think that trees are important in the urban area, can you tell us why?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	The cause damage (e.g. roots to roads and pavements)
	14
	37.8

	They cause danger (e.g. slippery leaves on ground)
	11
	29.7

	They block light
	7
	18.9

	Trees belong in parks, countryside etc., not the city
	7
	18.9

	They cause mess (e.g. dripping tree sap, fallen leaves)
	6
	16.2

	Maintenance requirements
	3
	8.1

	Impact on wildlife (e.g. deer cull in Tullos)
	2
	5.4

	They are a target for vandals
	2
	5.4

	They help to conceal criminal activity
	1
	2.7

	N/a
	8
	21.6


Base = 37 respondents

SERVICE RESPONSE

	


CITY GREENSPACE
Aberdeen City Council manages a range of green spaces, from formal parks and gardens to woodlands and natural countryside areas. The Council would like your views on the following to help us decide what to focus on in the future. The information you provide will feed into the Open Space / Greenspace Strategy action plans and help the Council to plan its long term priorities.
The first question in this section asked panellists to provide details on their favourite large, formal park in Aberdeen. A list of Aberdeen’s five large, formal parks was provided, although respondents were also able to select a ‘no favourite park’ option. The responses received are provided below in Table 15 (see page 75), which shows that the most popular response was Duthie Park (293 respondents; 45.6%), followed by Hazlehead Park (152; 23.7%) and Seaton Park (66; 10.3%). Victoria Park and Westburn Park were both selected by less than 5.0% of respondents. 95 respondents (14.8%) said that they have no favourite park.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 36 (Appendix B, page 107) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The answers provided by male and female respondents showed little difference. The most popular response for both genders was Duthie Park (45.0% of males and 45.9% of females). There was considerably more variation across areas of the city, though. Although Duthie Park was the most popular response in each area, it was considerably more popular in South (selected by 59.3% of respondents there) than in North (39.8%) and Central (33.8%). Similarly, whilst Hazlehead Park was selected by just 14.4% of respondents in Central, it was chosen by 28.3% in North and 27.6% in South. Conversely, Seaton Park was particularly popular in Central (20.9%) compared to North (11.5%) and South (0.8%). Similarly, Victoria Park was much more popular in Central (10.9%) than in North (1.6%) and South (0.4%).

Duthie Park was the most popular choice across all age-groups, and this response was one of three which correlated with age. It was most popular among those aged 65+ (47.4%), falling slightly in popularity across each successively younger age-group to its lowest level of 42.6% among those aged 16-34. The same trend was also seen in relation to Hazlehead Park, whilst the opposite was true in relation to the proportion of respondents stating that they did not have a favourite park: the proportion of respondents selecting this option was largest among those aged 16-34 (20.4%), dropping slightly in each successively older age-group to its lowest level (13.6%) among those aged 65+.

Table 15: Which is your favourite large formal park in Aberdeen?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Duthie Park
	293
	45.6

	Hazlehead Park
	152
	23.7

	Seaton Park
	66
	10.3

	Victoria Park
	26
	4.0

	Westburn Park
	10
	1.6

	I don’t have a favourite park
	95
	14.8


Base = 642 respondents

Panellists were then asked how often they visit their favourite park. Their responses are laid out below in Figure 27 (see page 76). The most common responses were 1-5 times a year (172; 31.6%), 6-11 times a year (119; 21.9%) and 1-3 times a month (108; 19.9%). Only 12 respondents (2.2%) stated that they visit their favourite park daily.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 37 (Appendix B, page 107) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response for both male and female respondents was 1-5 times per year. Overall, there were only minor differences between their responses to this question. The most popular response across all areas of the city was also 1-5 times per year. However, the proportion of respondents stating that they visit their favourite park less than once a year was smaller in South (5.1%) than in North (13.0%) and Central (10.0%). Conversely, the proportion of respondents in North who stated that they visit their favourite park 2-6 times per week (1.3%) was smaller than in Central (8.8%) and South (also 8.8%), whilst in Central, the proportion stating that they visit their favourite park once a week was larger (13.5%) than in North (5.8%) and South (7.4%). Finally, the proportion in North who visit their favourite park 1-3 times per month was smaller in North (10.4%) than in Central (22.9%) and South (24.1%).
1-5 times a year was also the most popular response in each of our four age-groups. Again, responses did not differ much across age-groups, although it is worth noting that a slightly larger proportion of those aged 55-64 visit their favourite park 6-11 times per year than in other age-groups, whilst the opposite was true in relation to the proportion stating that they do so 1-5 times per year. Finally, the proportion of respondents aged 16-34 and 55-64 who stated that they visit their favourite park 1-3 times per month was larger than among those aged 35-54 and 65+.
Figure 27: How often do you visit your favourite park?
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Base = 544 respondents

The following question then sought to identify exactly what panellists like most about their favourite park. They were provided with a list of 8 predefined options and asked to select up to three. The option to provide an ‘other’ response was also included. The responses received are provided below in Table 16 (see page 77). The table shows that the most frequently selected features were mature trees (266 respondents; 48.6%), open space (258; 47.2%), layout (247; 45.2%), peace and quiet (226; 41.3%) and play areas (111; 20.3%). Each of the remaining options was identified by less than a fifth of respondents.
91 ‘other’ responses were received. Of these, the most frequent response was indoor areas (37 respondents; 6.8%). This was very often mentioned in connection with the Winter Gardens at Duthie Park. After this, the next most popular ‘other’ options were convenience of location (12; 2.2%), animals / wildlife (8; 1.5%), unspecified assorted facilities / features (7; 1.3%), everything (5; 0.9%), a café (4; 0.7%), safety or child friendliness (3; 0.5%), sports facilities (also 3; 0.5%) and features of the surrounding area (also 3; 0.5%). Nostalgia / memories, cleanliness / tidiness / general condition and opportunities for walking were each mentioned by 2 respondents (0.4%), whilst 1 respondent apiece (0.2%) mentioned a maze, the fresh air, the events held in the park, the restoration work carried out, the wildness of the location, statues / memorials and accessibility. 14 respondents (2.6%) provided responses which were not relevant to the question.
The predefined responses were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 38 (Appendix B, page 108) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

Whilst layout was the most popular option among male respondents (51.4%), for female respondents the most popular choice was open space (48.6%). Some other key differences also emerged. Water features and peace and quiet were noticeably more popular among males than females, whilst the opposite was true in relation to play areas and open space.
Mature trees was the most popular response in both Central (51.8%) and South (47.9%), whilst in North it was layout (47.4%). There were some minor differences by area. For example, the proportion of respondents selecting the water features and peace and quiet options was larger in Central than in North and South. The proportion selecting mature trees was noticeably smaller in North than in Central and South, whilst the proportion selecting play areas was smaller in Central than in North and South.
Open space was the most popular response for those aged 16-34 (58.1%) and 35-54 (50.0%), whilst for those aged 55-64 it was mature trees and layout (both 47.6%) and for those aged 65+, it was layout (57.1%). Four responses correlated with age-group. The proportion of respondents who selected the layout, choice of flowers and peace and quiet options was largest in each case among those aged 65+, falling steadily to its lowest point among those aged 16-34. The opposite was true for the open space option. 
Table 16: What do you like most about your favourite park?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Mature trees
	266
	48.6

	Open space
	258
	47.2

	Layout
	247
	45.2

	Peace and quiet
	226
	41.3

	Play areas
	111
	20.3

	Formal planting
	105
	19.2

	Water features
	87
	15.9

	Choice of flowers
	83
	15.2

	Other
	91
	16.6


Base = 547 respondents

Panellists were then asked to identify the aspect of the favourite park which was most in need of improvement. A list of 9 predefined options was provided (as was the option for an ‘other’ response) and panellists were asked to select one feature only. Due to the volume and popularity of other responses, they have been integrated alongside the predefined responses in Table 17 (see page 79). The table shows that the most frequently provided response was nothing (135 respondents; 24.7%), followed by water features (88; 16.1%), food and drink facilities (62; 11.3%), play areas (43; 7.9%), toilet facilities (38; 6.9%), formal planting (26; 4.8%) and choice of flowers (22; 4.0%). Each of the remaining options was identified by fewer than 20 panellists. 41 respondents (7.5%) provided a response which was not directly relevant to the question.

We were also able to break down the predefined responses (i.e. the ‘non-other’ responses) by gender, area and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 109 (Appendix B, page 108) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

There were no considerable differences between differences between male and female respondents’ answers to this question. In each case, the most popular response was nothing (24.6% and 28.5%, respectively). This was also the most popular response in each area of the city (31.3% in North, 28.3% in Central and 22.0% in South). Again, there were virtually no differences between the responses received from different areas of the city.

The most popular response for each of the three oldest age-groups was nothing (27.4% of those aged 35-54, 26.1% of those aged 55-64 and 27.4% of those aged 65+). However, for the youngest age-group, it was water features (27.5%). This response was noticeably less popular among the older age-groups (13.9% of those aged 35-54, 15.7% of those aged 55-64 and 19.4% of those aged 65+).
Table 17: Which aspect of your favourite park is most in need of improvement?

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Nothing
	135
	24.7

	Water features
	88
	16.1

	Other: food / drink facilities
	62
	11.3

	Play areas
	43
	7.9

	Other: toilet facilities
	38
	6.9

	Formal planting
	26
	4.8

	Choice of flowers
	22
	4.0

	Other: cleanliness / tidiness / general condition
	19
	3.5

	Layout
	18
	3.3

	Open space
	14
	2.6

	Other: accessibility (transport)
	14
	2.6

	Mature trees
	11
	2.0

	Peace and quiet
	10
	1.8

	Other: installations (e.g. maze)
	9
	1.6

	Other: drainage
	8
	1.5

	Other: inconsiderate park users
	6
	1.1

	Other: unspecified amenities
	4
	0.7

	Other: condition of pathways
	4
	0.7

	Other: sports facilities
	4
	0.7

	Other: personal safety
	4
	0.7

	Other: more benches
	4
	0.7

	Other: everything
	3
	0.5

	Other: cycling facilities
	2
	0.4

	Other: parking facilities
	2
	0.4

	Other: more bins
	1
	0.2

	Other: facilities for dog owners
	1
	0.2

	Other: emptying of dog waste bins
	1
	0.2

	Other: covered area needed
	1
	0.2

	Other: cost of facilities
	1
	0.2

	Other: abandoned areas
	1
	0.2

	N/a
	41
	7.5


Base = 547 respondents

Natural areas are areas of longer grass and native wildflowers, trees and shrubs, which can provide a habitat for a wide variety of bees, insects, small mammals and birds. Aberdeen City Council was keen to find out whether panellists agree that the Council should introduce more natural areas to formal parks. Responses to this question are provided below in Figure 28 (see page 80), which shows that a clear majority of respondents either agree (212 respondents; 33.2%) or strongly agree (205; 32.1%) with the suggestion. Only 54 respondents (8.5%) disagreed, with even fewer registering strong disagreement (36; 5.6%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 40 (Appendix B, page 109) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here. The most popular response among female respondents was agree (36.2%). This was also the joint most popular response among male respondents, alongside strongly agree (29.2% each). Agree was the most popular response in North (33.0%), whilst strongly agree was the most frequently selected in Central (35.7%) and South (35.1%). Agree was the most popular answer from the 16-34 (37.0%) and 65+ (36.8%) age-groups, whilst strongly agree was the most popular choice for those aged 35-54 (34.2%) and 55-64 (33.1%).
Figure 28: To what extent do you agree that Aberdeen City Council should introduce more natural areas to formal parks?
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Base = 639 respondents

Wildflower meadow areas alone also provide a habitat for bees, insects, small mammals and bird. They also produce a splash of colour at certain times of the year. The Council was keen to establish the extent to which panellists agreed that the Council should introduce more wildflower meadow areas within parks, road verges and other greenspace areas. Panellists’ responses to this question are provided below in Figure 29 (see page 640). The results show once again that a clear majority of respondents either agree (257 respondents; 40.2%) or strongly agree (200; 31.3%) that this should be done. Very few respondents disagreed (57; 8.9%) and even fewer disagreed strongly (28; 4.4%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 41 (Appendix B, page 109). The most popular response among both male and female respondents was agree (40.1% and 39.5%, respectively). The most pronounced differences between male and female responses came in relation to the strongly agree option (selected by 34.4% of females but only 28.1% of males) and the neither nor option (selected by 18.9% of males but only 12.3% of females).
The most popular response across all three areas of the city was agree (40.8% of respondents in north, 41.7% in Central and 40.7% in South). The only particularly notable results related to the strongly agree (selected by 35.2% in Central and 33.7% in South, but by only 24.6% in North) and disagree (selected by only 4.5% in Central, but by 10.5% in North and 11.4% in South) options.

The most popular response in each age-group was agree. This ranged from a low of 25.9% of those aged 16-34 to a high of 32.9% of those aged 35-54. The only other noteworthy results were found in relation to the neither nor (selected by a smaller proportion of those aged 16-34 than in other age-groups) and disagree (selected by a larger proportion of those aged 55-64 than in other age-groups) options.

Figure 29: To what extent do you agree that Aberdeen City Council should introduce more wildflower meadow areas within parks, road verges and other greenspace areas?
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Base = 640 respondents

Aberdeen City Council’s Countryside Ranger Service offers a wide programme of year round outdoor and wildlife orientated activities and events. Panellists were asked if they had attended any of a number of Countryside Ranger Service events during the last 12 months. Their responses are provided below in Table 18 (see page 82), which shows that the vast majority of respondents (552; 83.8%) had not attended any at all. 41 respondents (6.2%) had attended family fun events and 24 (3.6%) had attended health walks. Each of the remaining options had been attended by fewer than 20 panellists.
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 42 (Appendix B, page 110). However, due to the small number of respondents who have attended any one event, we would caution against taking these disaggregated results as representative.

The responses received from male and female panellists showed strong similarity. The only notable difference was that whilst only 3.8% of male respondents had attended family fun events, the proportion of female respondents who had done so was more than double (8.5%). Responses were also very similar across different areas of the city and different age-groups, although it is perhaps unsurprising that the proportion of respondents aged 16-34 who have attended family fun events (14.5%) was larger than among those aged 35-54 (4.9%), 55-64 (6.4%) and 65+ (5.7%).

Table 18: Which of the following Countryside Ranger Service events have you attended in the last 12 months?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	None of the above
	552
	83.8

	Family fun events
	41
	6.2

	Health walks
	24
	3.6

	Conservation work
	18
	2.7

	Archaeological event
	17
	2.6

	Bird walks/ events
	10
	1.5

	Night event
	7
	1.1

	Rock pooling
	3
	0.5

	Bat walks/ events
	2
	0.3

	Bees or insect events
	2
	0.3


Base = 659 respondents
Panellists were then asked whether there were any other relevant types of event which they would like to see included in the Countryside Ranger service events schedule. 50 panellists provided an answer and their responses are aggregated thematically in Table 19 (see page 83), along with the number of times each was mentioned by individual panellists. 15 of the responses (30.0%) were not relevant to the question. Of the remaining relevant answers, the most frequently provided was that panellists would like to see existing events better publicised (11 respondents; 22.0%). After this, 4 respondents apiece (8.0%) said that they would like to see more historical events (e.g. on the history of Aberdeen’s parks) and events targeted at adults rather than at children or families. 3 respondents (6.0%) said that they would like plant identification walks / talks, whilst an identical number (3; 6.0%) said that they would like more non-specific guided walks and more events for people with special needs. 2 respondents apiece (4.0%) said that they would like to see more events take place at weekends and more work done in schools to engage children and young people. A range of suggestions was provided by single respondents: these are not discussed here but are provided in Table 19.
Table 19: If there are any relevant types of event that you would like to see included in the Countryside Ranger service events schedule, please tell us what they are.

	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Better information on events
	11
	22.0

	Historical walks (e.g. history of parks)
	4
	8.0

	Adult events
	4
	8.0

	Plant identification
	3
	6.0

	Guided walks (general)
	3
	6.0

	Events for disabled people
	3
	6.0

	Weekend events
	2
	4.0

	More work in schools
	2
	4.0

	Red squirrel events
	1
	2.0

	Walks / talks on dangers of pollution
	1
	2.0

	Treasure hunts
	1
	2.0

	Hidden rivers
	1
	2.0

	Geology-focussed events
	1
	2.0

	Accessible by public transport
	1
	2.0

	Art-focussed events
	1
	2.0

	Foraging
	1
	2.0

	Archaeological event
	1
	2.0

	Bird walks / events
	1
	2.0

	N/a
	15
	30.0


Base = 50 respondents

The final question in this section related to Hazlehead Park, which is Scotland’s first climate change park. Hazlehead Park will now be managed to meet the demands of climate change, and the Council is keen to find out from panellists which climate change sectors they think it is most important to focus on at the park. Panellists were provided with a list of 10 predefined responses and asked to identify up to three of these as their recommended areas of focus. An ‘other’ option was also provided so that panellists could make their own suggestions. Their responses are provided below in Table 20 (see page 85). The results show that the most popular options were awareness raising and education (225 respondents; 34.0%), new tree planting and woodland expansion (175; 26.6%), diversification of habitats (154; 23.4%), naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds (143; 21.7%) and sustainable drainage (138; 20.9%). 134 respondents (20.3%) selected the don’t know / no opinion option, and each of the remaining options was selected by less than a fifth of respondents.
37 panellists provided an ‘other’ response. However, very few of these contained valid, relevant suggestions. The majority of ‘other’ responses (20; 3.0%) were irrelevant to the question and suggested a lack of understanding of the concept of a climate change park. 13 responses (2.0%) were provided by panellists who are opposed to the idea of a climate change park, either because they disagree that climate change is a man-made phenomenon, or on the basis that the scheme represents a waste of taxpayers’ money. 3 respondents (0.5%) explained that they did not understand what the concept of a climate change park meant (this is in contrast to the aforementioned ‘n/a’ responses, which merely suggested a lack of understanding of the concept). 1 respondent (0.2%) suggested that there should be more investment in wildlife.
We were also able to break down the predefined responses (i.e. the ‘non-other’ responses) by gender, area and age-group. A full table of the results is provided in Table 43 (Appendix B, page 111) and we report on some of the key ‘headline’ findings here.

The most popular response for both male and female respondents was awareness raising and education (30.7% of male respondents and 36.7% of female respondents). There was also a difference between levels of support for change in management of growing species / species mix (22.9% of females vs. 16.3% of males), naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds (24.0% of females vs. 19.5% of males) and new tree planting and woodland expansion (30.4% of males vs. 23.2% of females).
The most popular response across the city was awareness raising and education (29.6% in North, 32.4% in Central and 38.2% in South). There was some minor variation between areas in terms of the answers they provided. For example, the proportion of respondents in Central who selected the naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds option (26.0%) was larger than in North (19.9%) and South (20.1%). The proportion of respondents selecting changing grassland management was noticeably smaller in North (13.3%) than in South (24.0%) and Central (20.6%).
The most popular response for those aged 65+ was naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds. For each other age-group, the most popular response was awareness raising and education. There were no age-group correlations, but there were some notable age-related differences to the responses received. The proportion of those aged 65+ selecting the awareness raising and education option was noticeably smaller than in other age-groups, whilst the opposite was true in relation to naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds, changing grassland management and sustainable drainage. The proportion of those aged 16-34 selecting the diversification of habitats option was lower than in other age-groups, particularly those aged 35-54. However, a noticeably larger proportion of those aged 16-34 selected the sustainable materials option compared to other age-groups. This age-group also contained the largest proportion of respondents answering don’t know / no opinion.
Table 20: Which climate change sectors do you think it is most important to focus on at Hazlehead Park?
	Response
	Respondents

	
	Count
	%

	Awareness raising and education
	225
	34.0

	New tree planting and woodland expansion
	175
	26.6

	Diversification of habitats
	154
	23.4

	Naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds
	143
	21.7

	Sustainable drainage
	138
	20.9

	Don’t know / no opinion
	134
	20.3

	Changing grassland management (creating more natural areas
	129
	19.6

	Change in management of growing species / species mix
	129
	19.6

	Sustainable materials
	84
	12.7

	Water management
	62
	9.4

	Other
	37
	5.6


Base = 659 respondents

SERVICE RESPONSE

	


ROADS
Aberdeen City Council is participating in a nationwide project to develop an Asset Management Plan for its roads. The Council has to maintain 500 miles of road, 1,000 miles of footway and 30,000 street lights. Feedback on the public perception of the quality of Roads Maintenance is vital to the Asset Management Plan.

To help prioritise limited budgets, panellists were asked whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the Council’s present performance in each of the following areas:

· * The condition of bus routes and other main roads

· * The condition of side / local roads

· Time taken to repair roads

· * The condition of busy footways (e.g. near schools, shops etc)

· * The condition of local footways

· Time taken to repair footways

· Intensity of street lighting (city centre)

· Intensity of street lighting (residential areas)

· Time taken to repair street lights

Please note that for the options marked with an asterisk (*), responses were asked to think in terms of quality and upkeep, not cleanliness.

The responses received from panellists in respect of these areas are provided below in Figure 30 (see page 89).

We firstly focus on the areas with the greatest levels of strong satisfaction and strong dissatisfaction. The proportion of respondents selecting the very satisfied option was highest in relation to the intensity of city centre street lighting (23.8%), the intensity of residential street lighting (16.8%) and the time taken to repair street lighting (11.7%). The only other area of work in which more than 5.0% of respondents stated that they were strongly satisfied was in relation to the condition of bus routes and other main roads (5.9%). The proportion of respondents stating that they were strongly dissatisfied was highest in relation to the time taken to repair roads (26.5%), the condition of side / local roads (17.6%), the time taken to repair footways (17.2%), the condition of local footways (13.5%) and the condition of busy footways (10.2%). For the remaining areas of work, levels of strong dissatisfaction were less than 10.0%.
Turning to consider overall levels of satisfaction (i.e. aggregating the proportion of respondents who answered ‘fairly satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’), we see that there were only two areas of the Council’s work in which a majority of respondents stated that they were satisfied. These were the intensity of city centre street lighting (62.0%) and the intensity of residential street lighting (54.4%). However, a considerable minority of respondents expressed at least some degree of satisfaction in relation to the condition of bus routes and other main roads (44.4%) and the time taken to repair street lights (38.3%). The lowest levels of overall satisfaction were found in relation to the time taken to repair roads (14.8%) and the time taken to repair footways (18.5%).
In terms of overall levels of dissatisfaction (i.e. combining those respondents who answered ‘fairly dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’), a majority of respondents expressed some degree of dissatisfaction in only two areas of the Council’s work: the condition of local / side roads (59.6%) and the time taken to repair roads (67.4%). However, a sizeable minority of respondents expressed some degree of dissatisfaction in relation to the time taken to repair footways (47.3%), the condition of local footways (43.6%), the condition of busy footways (36.7%) and the condition of bus routes and other main roads (36.1%). The lowest level of overall dissatisfaction was found in relation to the intensity of city centre street lighting (just 10.4%).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Due to the volume and multivariate nature of the data involved, detailed discussion is not possible here, but a full breakdown of the results is provided in Tables 44 – 46 (Appendix B, pages 112 – 114).

Figure 30: Please indicate whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the Council’s current performance in each of the following areas.
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Base = 624 (bus routes/main roads), 619 (side/local roads), 620 (time to repair roads), 619 (busy footways), 615 (local footways), 611 (time to repair footways), 618 (city lighting intensity), 625 (residential lighting intensity), 622 (time to repair lights) 
The only other question in this section asked panellists to help the Council to prioritise its budget by considering the following areas and stating which of them they would you like to see the Council spend more on, or be prepared for the Council to spend less on:
· Main roads

· Side roads

· Busy footways

· Local footways

· Street lighting

The responses received are provided below in Figure 31 (see page 91). The results show that there is very little overall support for spending less money on any of these areas of work, with the highest rate of support for lower expenditure coming in relation to street lighting, on which 15.3% of respondents stated they would be prepared to see the Council spend less. Support for increasing expenditure was higher than support for cutting expenditure in relation to each area of work. In particular, support for greater expenditure was highest in relation to side roads (67.5%), main roads (49.7%) and busy footways (40.1%). For three areas of work, the greatest level of support was found in relation to maintaining current levels of spending (busy footways, local footways and street lighting).
These results were also broken down by gender, neighbourhood and age-group. Again, due to the volume and multivariate nature of the data involved, detailed discussion is not possible here, but a full table of the results is provided in Table 47 (Appendix B, page 115).
Figure 31: From the areas listed below, which (if any) would you like to see us spend more on, not change spending or be prepared for us to spend less on?
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Base = 575 (main roads), 590 (side roads), 546 (busy footways), 555 (local footways), 554 (street lighting)

SERVICE RESPONSE

	


APPENDIX A: OVERVIEW OF RESPONDENTS’ CHARACTERISTICS
This section contains a brief overview of the different demographic characteristics of respondents to the survey.
In relation firstly to gender, a breakdown of respondents is provided below in Figure 32. The results show that a majority of respondents to this particular survey (52.1%) are female, whilst 47.9% are male.
Figure 32: Gender breakdown of respondents
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Base = 654 respondents

Secondly, Figure 33 (see page 94) shows that when considering the age-group to which respondents belong, the greatest share of respondents are aged 35-54 (41.0%), followed by 55-64 (26.5%) and 65+ (24.2%). Those aged 16-34 constituted the smallest group of respondents (just 8.4%).
Figure 33: Age breakdown of respondents
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Base = 654 respondents

It is also possible to identify the area of the city in which respondents live. The results are provided below in Figure 34, which shows that there is a relatively even spread of respondents across the North, South and Central areas of the city. The largest share of respondents live in South (38.8%), followed by Central (31.2%) and North (30.0%).
Figure 34: Neighbourhood breakdown of respondents
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Base = 654 respondents

Finally, we consider the distribution of the two different methods available for completing the survey. Figure 35 (see page 95) shows that a large minority of respondents (47.8%) completed their survey online, whilst a slight majority (52.2%) returned the paper copy. Compared to the equivalent results from City Voice 26, the proportion of panellists completing their survey online decreased by 0.2%.
Figure 35: Survey Response Type
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Base = 659 respondents

APPENDIX B: CROSSTABULATED OUTPUT
This section contains tables for some of the questions we have crosstabulated. In particular, we use this section to provide tabulated output for the questions whose complexity makes a detailed in-text discussion difficult.
Table 21: Below is a list of services provided by Aberdeen City Council. Which services are most important to you? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Care for older people
	60.1
	63.3
	66.3
	52.9
	65.4
	30.9
	50.0
	71.1
	82.3

	Care for adults
	6.7
	8.5
	9.2
	6.4
	7.5
	5.5
	9.0
	9.8
	3.8

	Care for children and young people
	23.0
	34.9
	33.7
	26.0
	28.3
	29.1
	28.0
	33.5
	26.6

	Social Work for criminal justice
	2.9
	6.5
	5.1
	5.4
	3.9
	7.3
	6.3
	2.9
	3.2

	Schools
	45.0
	46.9
	46.4
	43.6
	47.6
	70.9
	54.1
	41.0
	29.1

	Adult learning activities
	5.1
	5.3
	4.6
	5.9
	5.1
	3.6
	4.1
	4.0
	8.9

	Activities for young people
	10.9
	16.7
	14.3
	15.7
	12.2
	20.0
	15.7
	10.4
	12.7

	Sports facilities and services
	27.8
	18.2
	19.4
	26.5
	22.4
	27.3
	23.9
	19.7
	22.8

	Community centres
	9.3
	13.8
	13.8
	12.3
	9.4
	10.9
	11.9
	12.7
	10.1

	Libraries
	23.3
	29.6
	25.0
	24.0
	29.9
	21.8
	22.4
	20.8
	41.8

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	18.8
	18.2
	8.2
	23.0
	22.8
	21.8
	21.3
	16.8
	14.6

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	63.9
	61.6
	62.2
	60.3
	65.0
	63.6
	67.2
	61.3
	56.3

	Road and pavement maintenance
	58.8
	52.8
	52.6
	54.4
	59.1
	67.3
	56.0
	61.3
	44.9

	Street lighting
	16.9
	17.9
	15.3
	23.0
	14.6
	29.1
	14.6
	20.2
	15.2

	Parks and open spaces
	33.2
	29.0
	26.5
	30.9
	34.6
	41.8
	39.9
	25.4
	18.4

	Environmental Health
	8.0
	10.0
	9.7
	11.8
	6.3
	3.6
	9.0
	11.0
	8.9

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	14.7
	9.7
	13.8
	14.2
	9.1
	18.2
	12.3
	11.0
	10.8

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	6.4
	5.3
	4.6
	8.3
	4.7
	10.9
	6.0
	4.6
	5.1

	Allocation of benefits
	4.8
	5.0
	3.1
	6.9
	4.7
	0.0
	3.7
	7.5
	5.7

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	32.6
	27.3
	29.1
	29.4
	30.7
	18.2
	28.4
	31.8
	34.2

	Consumer Advice
	0.6
	1.8
	0.5
	2.5
	0.8
	0.0
	1.1
	0.0
	3.2

	Economic Development
	13.1
	8.2
	10.7
	10.8
	10.2
	21.8
	11.9
	10.4
	4.4


Base = multiple
Table 22: Which of the services listed below (if any) would you like to see the Council spend more on, even if it means spending less on another? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Care for older people
	55.0
	52.2
	57.7
	47.5
	55.1
	23.6
	44.0
	59.0
	74.1

	Care for adults
	7.0
	7.9
	9.2
	5.9
	7.5
	1.8
	9.7
	8.7
	4.4

	Care for children and young people
	20.4
	25.5
	26.5
	21.6
	21.7
	16.4
	20.1
	24.9
	28.5

	Social Work for criminal justice
	5.1
	5.0
	5.6
	5.9
	3.9
	9.1
	4.5
	4.6
	5.1

	Schools
	36.7
	40.5
	36.2
	34.8
	43.7
	49.1
	41.8
	37.0
	31.6

	Adult learning activities
	4.5
	5.6
	6.1
	3.9
	5.1
	5.5
	4.5
	4.0
	7.0

	Activities for young people
	13.4
	18.8
	19.9
	14.2
	15.0
	16.4
	17.2
	13.9
	17.1

	Sports facilities and services
	21.4
	13.2
	16.8
	18.6
	16.1
	20.0
	17.9
	14.5
	17.7

	Community centres
	10.9
	12.6
	16.3
	11.8
	8.3
	3.6
	10.8
	13.9
	13.9

	Libraries
	16.3
	19.1
	15.8
	19.1
	18.1
	16.4
	14.6
	14.5
	27.2

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	11.2
	9.7
	8.7
	11.3
	11.0
	10.9
	12.3
	9.8
	7.6

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	31.9
	26.4
	27.6
	30.9
	28.7
	21.8
	26.9
	34.1
	29.7

	Road and pavement maintenance
	58.5
	50.4
	50.5
	53.4
	57.9
	63.6
	49.3
	59.0
	54.4

	Street lighting
	9.9
	9.7
	9.2
	11.8
	8.7
	10.9
	6.7
	12.1
	12.0

	Parks and open spaces
	25.9
	21.7
	25.0
	20.6
	25.2
	23.6
	26.5
	26.0
	16.5

	Environmental Health
	4.5
	6.2
	5.6
	5.4
	5.1
	1.8
	4.9
	5.8
	7.0

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	9.6
	5.3
	7.1
	6.9
	7.9
	9.1
	7.1
	6.9
	7.6

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	5.4
	4.1
	4.6
	6.4
	3.5
	1.8
	6.3
	4.6
	3.2

	Allocation of benefits
	2.9
	4.7
	4.6
	4.9
	2.4
	0.0
	1.9
	5.2
	7.0

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	33.5
	27.6
	32.7
	27.0
	31.5
	18.2
	23.9
	37.0
	38.6

	Consumer Advice
	2.2
	1.5
	0.5
	3.4
	1.6
	1.8
	1.5
	1.2
	3.2

	Economic Development
	12.5
	6.2
	8.2
	8.8
	10.2
	20.0
	8.6
	10.4
	5.1


Base = multiple
Table 23: Which services (if any) would you be prepared for the Council to spend less on? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Care for older people
	1.6
	0.3
	0.5
	1.0
	1.2
	3.6
	0.7
	1.2
	0.0

	Care for adults
	9.3
	5.9
	6.1
	9.8
	6.7
	5.5
	6.0
	8.1
	10.1

	Care for children and young people
	3.5
	2.3
	3.1
	4.4
	1.6
	3.6
	3.4
	2.3
	2.5

	Social Work for criminal justice
	25.2
	15.2
	20.4
	16.2
	22.8
	5.5
	16.0
	24.9
	26.6

	Schools
	5.8
	4.4
	5.6
	2.9
	6.3
	0.0
	4.5
	8.7
	3.8

	Adult learning activities
	19.5
	19.4
	20.9
	16.7
	20.5
	18.2
	21.3
	19.1
	17.1

	Activities for young people
	8.9
	7.0
	6.1
	8.3
	9.1
	1.8
	6.0
	12.1
	8.9

	Sports facilities and services
	14.1
	13.5
	14.3
	11.8
	15.0
	9.1
	11.6
	17.3
	15.2

	Community centres
	16.6
	7.3
	10.2
	14.7
	10.6
	16.4
	8.2
	15.6
	12.0

	Libraries
	12.1
	9.4
	12.8
	12.3
	7.9
	12.7
	10.4
	15.6
	5.1

	Museums / galleries / theatres
	21.1
	22.3
	26.5
	18.6
	20.5
	27.3
	19.0
	22.5
	23.4

	Rubbish collection, recycling and street cleaning
	1.3
	2.9
	2.0
	2.9
	1.6
	1.8
	2.6
	1.7
	1.9

	Road and pavement maintenance
	1.9
	0.9
	1.0
	1.0
	2.0
	0.0
	1.9
	1.7
	0.6

	Street lighting
	11.2
	10.6
	6.1
	13.7
	12.2
	10.9
	13.1
	9.2
	8.9

	Parks and open spaces
	6.4
	6.7
	8.7
	6.4
	5.1
	5.5
	4.5
	6.4
	10.8

	Environmental Health
	9.9
	7.9
	9.2
	6.4
	10.6
	3.6
	7.8
	11.6
	9.5

	Planning and development of land and buildings
	26.8
	30.8
	27.6
	27.5
	31.1
	9.1
	30.2
	32.9
	29.1

	Council Housing (repairs, rents allocations)
	16.6
	13.5
	18.9
	10.3
	15.7
	23.6
	11.2
	15.0
	18.4

	Allocation of benefits
	37.4
	25.2
	32.1
	26.5
	33.9
	23.6
	35.1
	32.4
	25.3

	Tackling anti-social behaviour
	3.5
	4.4
	3.1
	6.4
	2.8
	1.8
	4.5
	3.5
	4.4

	Consumer Advice
	31.3
	36.7
	24.5
	34.8
	40.9
	30.9
	38.1
	32.4
	30.4

	Economic Development
	24.3
	17.6
	21.4
	19.6
	21.3
	10.9
	19.4
	22.5
	24.7


Base = multiple
Table 24: If you are offered any of these services, which do you use? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Kerbside recycling (black box and white bag)
	87.9
	92.0
	90.4
	84.5
	93.5
	97.5
	90.9
	89.6
	87.1

	Garden Waste  (brown bin)
	91.8
	89.6
	89.4
	84.5
	95.1
	86.8
	89.8
	93.2
	90.2

	Food waste (green caddy/brown bin)
	73.7
	73.3
	70.1
	71.8
	77.2
	61.8
	75.5
	71.3
	76.1

	Communal or on street recycling 
	84.4
	77.9
	74.4
	84.9
	83.7
	100.0
	80.0
	80.0
	78.4


Base = multiple
Table 25: If you have an individual wheeled bin for your general refuse, which of the following recycling collections would you prefer? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	An additional wheeled bin for all recycling (paper, card, plastic bottles, cans and glass) to replace the existing box and bag
	76.4
	76.0
	76.9
	74.2
	76.8
	73.7
	72.9
	79.8
	79.1

	An additional wheeled bin for recycling with a separate container for glass
	25.5
	28.3
	27.6
	26.7
	26.8
	23.7
	28.0
	26.1
	27.3

	An additional wheeled bin for recycling with glass collected separately through recycling points
	6.0
	3.5
	4.5
	6.7
	3.5
	7.9
	4.3
	3.4
	5.5


Base = multiple

Table 26: If you use communal or on-street bins (including those in bin stores and chutes), which of the following recycling collections would you be prepared to use? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Recycling containers for mixed recyclables (including glass) next to refuse bins / in bin stores
	54.5
	62.5
	62.5
	62.1
	50.0
	60.0
	73.7
	40.0
	53.8

	Recycling containers for mixed recyclables next to refuse bins / in bin stores with glass collected at Recycling Points
	42.4
	41.7
	50.0
	48.3
	30.0
	50.0
	63.2
	33.3
	15.4

	All recycling collected through an increased network of local Recycling Points
	51.5
	45.8
	50.0
	62.1
	30.0
	50.0
	57.9
	40.0
	46.2


Base = multiple
Table 27: The Council collects paper, cardboard, food and drink cans, plastic bottles, glass bottles and jars for recycling from the kerbside as well as a combined garden / food waste collection. In your experience, after recycling these materials, what are the main materials left in your general refuse bin? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Rigid plastics (yoghurt pots, tubs, trays etc.)
	67.7
	80.1
	77.6
	66.7
	77.6
	83.6
	78.7
	69.9
	67.7

	Plastic films (including plastic bags)
	39.0
	46.0
	41.8
	42.2
	43.7
	45.5
	38.8
	47.4
	43.0

	Textiles (clothing, bedding etc.)
	5.1
	4.4
	7.1
	3.9
	3.5
	0.0
	6.0
	2.3
	7.0

	Cartons (including tetra-pak)
	44.7
	43.7
	47.4
	42.2
	43.3
	45.5
	47.8
	46.8
	34.8

	Pet waste
	4.2
	9.7
	7.7
	4.9
	8.3
	3.6
	10.8
	5.2
	3.8


Base = multiple
Table 28: On a scale of 1-10 (where 1 is ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 is ‘very satisfied’), generally how satisfied are you with the quality of open spaces in the city? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	1 – Very dissatisfied
	2.3
	1.8
	2.6
	2.0
	1.6
	1.8
	1.1
	2.4
	3.4

	2
	1.7
	2.1
	2.1
	2.0
	1.6
	0.0
	1.1
	3.0
	2.7

	3
	6.0
	3.6
	6.2
	3.6
	4.5
	3.6
	4.2
	5.3
	5.4

	4
	8.4
	5.7
	6.7
	8.1
	6.2
	7.3
	6.1
	4.7
	10.8

	5
	15.4
	21.0
	20.7
	17.8
	16.9
	20.0
	16.9
	20.7
	17.6

	6
	17.4
	12.6
	11.9
	17.8
	14.8
	16.4
	12.6
	15.4
	17.6

	7
	23.4
	23.4
	22.8
	24.4
	23.0
	29.1
	27.6
	20.1
	17.6

	8
	16.1
	22.8
	19.7
	14.7
	23.5
	18.2
	21.8
	21.9
	13.5

	9
	5.7
	3.3
	3.1
	4.1
	5.8
	3.6
	4.6
	3.6
	5.4

	10 – Very satisfied
	3.7
	3.9
	4.1
	5.6
	2.1
	0.0
	3.8
	3.0
	6.1


Base = multiple

Table 29: On a scale of 1-10 (where 1 is ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 is ‘very satisfied’), generally how satisfied are you with safety in the City’s open spaces? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	1 – Very dissatisfied
	2.0
	2.4
	2.6
	2.6
	1.6
	1.9
	1.5
	3.0
	2.7

	2
	2.3
	2.1
	2.6
	3.1
	1.2
	0.0
	1.5
	2.4
	4.1

	3
	8.4
	4.5
	6.8
	7.7
	4.9
	5.6
	6.5
	4.7
	8.2

	4
	9.4
	10.5
	9.9
	11.2
	9.0
	18.5
	7.6
	7.1
	14.3

	5
	16.4
	21.3
	23.4
	17.3
	16.8
	7.4
	17.6
	25.4
	18.4

	6
	16.1
	15.0
	14.1
	15.8
	16.4
	7.4
	11.8
	18.3
	21.8

	7
	25.1
	22.5
	24.5
	21.9
	24.6
	31.5
	24.4
	25.4
	17.7

	8
	11.4
	17.4
	10.4
	12.8
	19.3
	24.1
	20.6
	8.3
	7.5

	9
	5.7
	2.7
	3.1
	4.1
	4.9
	0.0
	6.9
	2.4
	2.7

	10 – Very satisfied
	3.3
	1.5
	2.6
	3.6
	1.2
	3.7
	1.5
	3.0
	2.7


Base = multiple
Table 30: Aberdeen City aspires to being a ‘low carbon society’. In your view, which of the following are the most important aspects of a low carbon society? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Increased energy efficiency
	69.0
	58.9
	59.7
	64.2
	66.5
	67.3
	61.2
	68.8
	61.4

	Use of renewable energy
	43.8
	51.3
	52.6
	48.5
	43.3
	41.8
	47.0
	50.9
	47.5

	Use of greener modes of transport
	46.3
	51.0
	39.3
	54.9
	51.2
	58.2
	48.1
	48.6
	46.8

	Reducing the resources we use
	50.5
	61.9
	59.7
	50.5
	58.7
	58.2
	66.0
	47.4
	49.4

	Changing our behaviour / working practices
	37.1
	33.7
	36.7
	38.7
	31.5
	38.2
	33.6
	37.6
	34.8

	Efficient use of land
	13.4
	12.0
	15.3
	10.8
	12.2
	10.9
	9.3
	14.5
	17.1


Base = multiple
Table 31: Aberdeen City aspires to being a ‘low carbon society’. In your view, which of the following are the most important aspects of a low carbon society? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Buildings and construction
	38.3
	25.5
	35.2
	30.9
	29.5
	32.7
	26.1
	39.3
	32.3

	Planning issues 
	32.9
	37.8
	31.6
	35.3
	38.6
	23.6
	32.1
	34.1
	46.8

	Transport & travel
	58.5
	56.6
	56.1
	64.7
	52.8
	67.3
	59.3
	56.6
	51.9

	Energy generation / renewables
	38.3
	36.7
	37.8
	39.7
	35.4
	34.5
	39.9
	39.3
	32.3

	Waste reduction & recycling
	50.8
	60.7
	56.1
	53.4
	57.9
	52.7
	61.2
	51.4
	53.2

	Sustainable purchasing / Fairtrade
	7.7
	10.6
	10.2
	7.8
	9.4
	3.6
	10.4
	8.1
	10.1

	Awareness raising / training / behaviour change
	33.2
	38.4
	33.2
	37.3
	37.0
	40.0
	32.5
	37.0
	39.2


Base = multiple
Table 32: A low carbon society could result in benefits for individual citizens, businesses and the city as a whole now and in the future. Which of the following do you think would be most beneficial? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Cleaner, greener transport
	61.0
	58.1
	59.2
	63.2
	56.7
	54.5
	53.0
	66.5
	64.6

	Creation of new green jobs
	17.6
	15.2
	16.8
	20.6
	12.6
	18.2
	19.0
	16.8
	10.8

	Business opportunities
	19.5
	9.7
	14.3
	15.2
	13.8
	18.2
	15.7
	11.0
	14.6

	Using less resources, less landfill, resource efficiency
	56.9
	60.4
	55.6
	59.3
	60.6
	56.4
	67.5
	50.3
	53.8

	Improved air quality / environment
	44.7
	51.3
	50.0
	43.1
	50.8
	43.6
	47.0
	52.6
	46.8

	Resilience to a changing climate
	13.1
	20.8
	11.7
	18.1
	20.5
	18.2
	17.2
	22.0
	11.4

	Protection of greenbelt / access to green spaces
	44.1
	45.7
	48.5
	43.6
	43.3
	32.7
	39.2
	46.2
	57.6


Base = multiple
Table 33: What is your opinion of the ‘Tree for Every Citizen’ tree planting project? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	It was a worthwhile project
	51.0
	46.1
	45.3
	50.2
	49.4
	45.3
	48.5
	49.7
	48.1

	It was not a worthwhile project
	19.2
	24.1
	25.5
	18.4
	21.6
	5.7
	18.5
	24.0
	30.5

	Don’t know
	15.6
	20.5
	15.6
	20.4
	18.3
	34.0
	20.8
	14.4
	12.3

	No opinion
	14.2
	9.3
	13.5
	10.9
	10.8
	15.1
	12.3
	12.0
	9.1


Base = multiple
Table 34: When the Council considers future tree planting projects, what type(s) of land do you think should be planted? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Existing open space
	62.3
	51.0
	55.6
	59.8
	54.3
	45.5
	57.8
	60.7
	53.2

	Farm land
	15.3
	8.8
	11.7
	14.2
	10.2
	9.1
	12.7
	12.1
	11.4

	Sports pitches
	8.6
	8.2
	9.2
	8.8
	7.5
	12.7
	9.7
	7.5
	5.7

	Parks and gardens
	63.3
	67.4
	68.9
	63.7
	64.2
	61.8
	60.8
	71.1
	68.4

	Amenity space
	56.2
	58.7
	52.6
	59.3
	59.8
	56.4
	59.0
	60.7
	51.9

	Pavements
	23.3
	18.2
	12.2
	25.0
	23.6
	29.1
	26.5
	14.5
	14.6

	Street verges
	31.6
	33.1
	21.4
	35.8
	38.2
	41.8
	39.6
	26.6
	23.4


Base = multiple
Table 35: If you do think that trees are important in the urban area, what in your opinion are the three main benefits trees provide in the urban area? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Filter harmful pollution
	59.9
	54.9
	63.5
	53.2
	55.9
	46.9
	53.1
	66.7
	57.5

	Improve air quality
	62.1
	65.6
	65.9
	62.9
	63.3
	59.2
	66.7
	62.9
	61.9

	Help to make the city look nice
	72.9
	69.5
	69.4
	71.5
	72.1
	77.6
	73.7
	66.7
	69.4

	Offer cooling shade
	12.3
	8.8
	17.1
	8.1
	7.4
	8.2
	10.3
	10.7
	11.2

	Provide shelter
	15.5
	8.1
	14.1
	11.8
	9.6
	16.3
	9.9
	11.9
	12.7

	A sustainable resource
	19.5
	24.4
	25.9
	23.1
	18.3
	14.3
	20.6
	22.0
	27.6

	Wildlife habitat
	62.1
	68.8
	68.2
	61.3
	67.2
	59.2
	71.6
	61.6
	61.9


Base = multiple
Table 36: Which is your favourite large formal park in Aberdeen? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Duthie Park
	45.0
	45.9
	39.8
	33.8
	59.3
	42.6
	44.0
	46.8
	47.4

	Hazlehead Park
	23.7
	23.7
	28.3
	14.4
	27.6
	22.2
	22.4
	24.0
	26.0

	Seaton Park
	9.0
	11.5
	11.5
	20.9
	0.8
	7.4
	13.1
	10.5
	6.5

	Victoria Park
	4.3
	3.8
	1.6
	10.9
	0.4
	1.9
	4.2
	4.7
	3.9

	Westburn Park
	2.3
	0.9
	0.5
	4.5
	0.0
	5.6
	1.2
	0.0
	2.6

	I don’t have a favourite park
	15.7
	14.2
	18.3
	15.4
	11.8
	20.4
	15.1
	14.0
	13.6


Base = multiple
Table 37: How often do you visit your favourite park? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Daily
	1.2
	3.1
	0.6
	4.7
	1.4
	0.0
	3.6
	0.7
	2.3

	2-6 times a week
	7.1
	6.3
	1.3
	8.8
	8.8
	4.7
	6.8
	6.9
	6.8

	Once a week
	9.9
	8.0
	5.8
	13.5
	7.4
	9.3
	9.5
	8.3
	8.3

	1-3 times a month
	19.8
	19.9
	10.4
	22.9
	24.1
	23.3
	18.6
	23.4
	16.7

	6-11 times a year
	23.3
	20.6
	23.4
	16.5
	25.0
	20.9
	19.5
	26.9
	20.5

	1-5 times a year
	30.4
	32.8
	45.5
	23.5
	28.2
	34.9
	32.3
	26.2
	35.6

	Less than once a year
	8.3
	9.4
	13.0
	10.0
	5.1
	7.0
	9.5
	7.6
	9.8


Base = multiple
Table 38: What do you like most about your favourite park? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Water features
	18.2
	14.1
	16.0
	23.5
	10.1
	9.3
	14.5
	18.4
	18.0

	Formal planting
	19.8
	18.3
	18.6
	18.2
	19.8
	16.3
	16.4
	21.8
	21.1

	Layout
	51.4
	46.2
	47.4
	51.2
	47.5
	41.9
	45.5
	47.6
	57.1

	Choice of flowers
	13.8
	16.6
	14.7
	14.7
	16.1
	7.0
	11.4
	13.6
	26.3

	Peace and quiet
	47.4
	35.2
	42.3
	44.1
	37.3
	18.6
	36.8
	45.6
	49.6

	Play areas
	15.0
	24.5
	22.4
	14.7
	22.6
	39.5
	18.2
	19.0
	18.0

	Mature trees
	46.6
	47.6
	41.0
	51.8
	47.9
	39.5
	48.6
	47.6
	46.6

	Open space
	40.7
	48.6
	43.6
	43.5
	47.0
	58.1
	50.0
	43.5
	33.8


Base = multiple
Table 39: Which aspect of your favourite park is most in need of improvement? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Water features
	18.5
	15.3
	15.0
	18.2
	17.0
	27.5
	13.9
	15.7
	19.4

	Formal planting
	4.3
	4.4
	4.8
	3.1
	5.0
	2.5
	4.8
	3.7
	4.8

	Layout
	4.3
	2.9
	4.1
	2.5
	4.0
	0.0
	2.9
	5.2
	4.0

	Choice of flowers
	5.2
	3.6
	4.8
	5.7
	3.0
	0.0
	4.3
	3.0
	7.3

	Peace and quiet
	3.0
	1.1
	1.4
	1.9
	2.5
	5.0
	1.9
	1.5
	1.6

	Play areas
	8.2
	8.4
	8.8
	9.4
	7.0
	12.5
	10.6
	5.2
	6.5

	Mature trees
	1.7
	2.6
	2.0
	2.5
	2.0
	0.0
	2.9
	0.7
	3.2

	Open space
	2.2
	3.3
	2.0
	1.9
	4.0
	0.0
	3.4
	3.0
	2.4

	Nothing
	24.6
	28.5
	31.3
	28.3
	22.0
	22.5
	27.4
	26.1
	27.4


Base = multiple
Table 40: To what extent do you agree that Aberdeen City Council should introduce more natural areas to formal parks? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Strongly agree
	29.2
	35.0
	25.1
	35.7
	35.1
	25.9
	34.2
	33.1
	30.3

	Agree
	29.2
	36.2
	33.0
	33.2
	32.7
	37.0
	32.3
	29.0
	36.8

	Neither agree nor disagree
	26.2
	15.6
	23.6
	20.6
	18.4
	20.4
	20.2
	18.9
	23.2

	Disagree
	8.3
	8.7
	11.0
	6.0
	8.6
	13.0
	6.6
	11.8
	6.5

	Strongly disagree
	7.0
	4.5
	7.3
	4.5
	5.3
	3.7
	6.6
	7.1
	3.2


Base = multiple
Table 41: To what extent do you agree that Aberdeen City Council should introduce more wildflower meadow areas within parks, road verges and other greenspace areas? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Strongly agree
	28.1
	34.4
	24.6
	35.2
	33.7
	25.9
	32.9
	31.4
	30.9

	Agree
	40.1
	39.5
	40.8
	41.7
	37.4
	40.7
	38.4
	40.7
	40.8

	Neither agree nor disagree
	18.9
	12.3
	18.3
	15.1
	13.4
	24.1
	14.7
	12.2
	17.1

	Disagree
	7.9
	9.9
	10.5
	4.5
	11.4
	7.4
	8.9
	11.6
	6.6

	Strongly disagree
	5.0
	3.9
	5.8
	3.5
	4.1
	1.9
	5.0
	4.1
	4.6


Base = multiple
Table 42: Which of the following Countryside Ranger Service events have you attended in the last 12 months? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Family fun events
	3.8
	8.5
	6.6
	4.4
	7.5
	14.5
	4.9
	6.4
	5.7

	Bat walks / events
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.5
	0.4
	1.8
	0.4
	0.0
	0.0

	Bird walks / events
	1.6
	1.5
	1.0
	1.0
	2.4
	1.8
	1.1
	1.2
	2.5

	Bees or insect events
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	1.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.6

	Health walks
	2.9
	4.4
	1.5
	4.4
	4.7
	3.6
	2.2
	3.5
	6.3

	Rock pooling
	0.6
	0.3
	0.0
	1.0
	0.4
	1.8
	0.4
	0.0
	0.6

	Conservation work
	2.2
	3.2
	0.5
	2.9
	4.3
	1.8
	1.5
	2.9
	5.1

	Archaeological event
	2.2
	2.9
	1.0
	2.0
	4.3
	1.8
	1.5
	3.5
	3.8

	Night event
	1.0
	1.2
	1.0
	1.0
	1.2
	1.8
	0.0
	1.7
	1.9

	None of the above
	84.3
	83.3
	85.7
	85.8
	80.7
	81.8
	86.2
	83.8
	80.4


Base = multiple
Table 43: Which climate change sectors do you think it is most important to focus on at Hazlehead Park? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Awareness raising and education
	30.7
	36.7
	29.6
	32.4
	38.2
	36.4
	34.0
	38.2
	27.8

	Change in management of growing species / species mix
	16.3
	22.9
	17.9
	20.6
	20.5
	18.2
	16.0
	22.0
	24.1

	Naturalising existing ponds / creating new ponds
	19.5
	24.0
	19.9
	26.0
	20.1
	20.0
	20.1
	19.1
	28.5

	Changing grassland management
	18.5
	20.8
	13.3
	20.6
	24.0
	12.7
	18.7
	18.5
	25.3

	Diversification of habitats
	24.6
	22.0
	21.9
	22.5
	24.8
	18.2
	26.1
	22.0
	21.5

	Sustainable drainage
	22.0
	20.2
	18.9
	19.6
	24.0
	16.4
	16.4
	24.9
	26.6

	Water management
	9.6
	9.4
	8.7
	8.8
	10.6
	12.7
	6.3
	13.9
	8.9

	Sustainable materials
	10.2
	14.7
	11.7
	15.2
	11.0
	20.0
	12.3
	13.9
	8.9

	New tree planting and woodland expansion
	30.4
	23.2
	26.0
	31.4
	23.2
	29.1
	27.6
	24.3
	26.6

	Don’t know / No opinion
	20.1
	20.5
	22.4
	20.1
	18.9
	27.3
	22.4
	16.8
	18.4


Base = multiple
Table 44: Please indicate whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the Council’s current performance in each of the following areas.  (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	The condition of bus routes and other main roads
	Very satisfied
	5.5
	6.4
	4.8
	4.1
	8.3
	0.0
	8.2
	4.9
	5.4

	
	Fairly satisfied
	37.1
	39.3
	34.9
	37.3
	41.7
	40.7
	39.1
	37.0
	37.4

	
	Neither nor
	19.6
	17.1
	18.8
	18.1
	17.9
	7.4
	14.8
	21.0
	25.2

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	26.1
	27.1
	30.1
	26.4
	24.2
	42.6
	27.7
	24.7
	21.1

	
	Very dissatisfied
	11.3
	7.6
	10.2
	11.4
	7.1
	5.6
	8.6
	11.1
	10.2

	
	Don’t know
	0.3
	2.4
	1.1
	2.6
	0.8
	3.7
	1.6
	1.2
	0.7

	The condition of side / local roads
	Very satisfied
	0.7
	1.5
	0.5
	1.1
	1.7
	0.0
	2.4
	0.0
	0.7

	
	Fairly satisfied
	20.3
	24.7
	22.2
	22.1
	23.4
	24.1
	24.5
	20.0
	21.8

	
	Neither nor
	18.5
	13.4
	17.8
	16.3
	13.8
	9.3
	15.0
	20.0
	14.8

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	41.6
	42.7
	41.1
	40.5
	44.4
	51.9
	41.5
	38.8
	43.7

	
	Very dissatisfied
	18.9
	16.8
	17.8
	18.9
	16.7
	13.0
	16.2
	20.6
	19.0

	
	Don’t know
	0.0
	0.9
	0.5
	1.1
	0.0
	1.9
	0.4
	0.6
	0.0

	Time taken to repair roads
	Very satisfied
	1.0
	1.5
	1.1
	3.2
	0.0
	3.8
	1.6
	0.0
	1.4

	
	Fairly satisfied
	11.9
	14.9
	10.6
	13.2
	16.0
	17.0
	15.4
	12.3
	10.3

	
	Neither nor
	14.0
	15.2
	21.8
	12.7
	10.5
	15.1
	16.1
	13.0
	13.7

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	39.5
	42.2
	35.6
	40.2
	45.8
	35.8
	41.3
	45.7
	37.0

	
	Very dissatisfied
	30.8
	23.1
	29.3
	24.3
	26.5
	20.8
	22.0
	27.8
	35.6

	
	Don’t know
	2.8
	3.0
	1.6
	6.3
	1.3
	7.5
	3.5
	1.2
	2.1


Base = multiple
Table 45: Please indicate whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the Council’s current performance in each of the following areas.  (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group) (continued)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	The condition of busy footways (e.g. near schools, shops etc)
	Very satisfied
	4.6
	3.6
	4.3
	4.7
	3.4
	3.7
	6.7
	1.2
	2.8

	
	Fairly satisfied
	26.5
	27.5
	30.3
	23.6
	27.3
	27.8
	35.4
	24.4
	14.8

	
	Neither nor
	30.7
	27.8
	28.6
	27.7
	30.7
	29.6
	23.6
	35.4
	31.7

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	25.8
	27.2
	24.3
	28.8
	26.5
	22.2
	25.2
	22.6
	35.2

	
	Very dissatisfied
	10.2
	10.3
	11.4
	11.0
	8.8
	11.1
	6.3
	14.0
	12.7

	
	Don’t know
	2.1
	3.6
	1.1
	4.2
	3.4
	5.6
	2.8
	2.4
	2.8

	The condition of local footways
	Very satisfied
	2.8
	2.5
	3.8
	2.6
	1.7
	5.6
	3.5
	1.9
	0.7

	
	Fairly satisfied
	26.7
	28.9
	34.8
	23.7
	25.8
	27.8
	37.8
	19.1
	20.0

	
	Neither nor
	24.9
	23.1
	25.5
	21.1
	25.0
	25.9
	23.6
	25.3
	22.1

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	31.2
	29.2
	22.8
	35.3
	31.8
	24.1
	25.6
	31.5
	39.3

	
	Very dissatisfied
	13.7
	13.5
	12.0
	15.8
	13.1
	11.1
	9.1
	19.1
	16.4

	
	Don’t know
	0.7
	2.8
	1.1
	1.6
	2.5
	5.6
	0.4
	3.1
	1.4

	Time taken to repair footways
	Very satisfied
	1.4
	2.2
	2.2
	1.6
	1.7
	1.9
	2.4
	2.5
	0.0

	
	Fairly satisfied
	16.1
	17.4
	17.5
	15.4
	17.4
	14.8
	22.0
	13.7
	11.7

	
	Neither nor
	27.0
	20.9
	30.1
	22.9
	19.6
	29.6
	27.2
	23.6
	15.3

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	28.4
	31.5
	25.7
	31.9
	31.9
	22.2
	26.8
	32.9
	35.8

	
	Very dissatisfied
	19.6
	15.3
	15.8
	18.1
	17.9
	11.1
	12.2
	19.9
	26.3

	
	Don’t know
	7.4
	12.8
	8.7
	10.1
	11.5
	20.4
	9.4
	7.5
	10.9


Base = multiple
Table 46: Please indicate whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the Council’s current performance in each of the following areas. (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group) (continued)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Intensity of street lighting (city centre)
	Very satisfied
	28.3
	19.6
	23.5
	25.7
	22.2
	20.4
	28.2
	20.2
	20.6

	
	Fairly satisfied
	35.0
	41.0
	39.9
	35.1
	39.3
	46.3
	36.9
	40.5
	34.8

	
	Neither nor
	24.1
	24.2
	20.8
	24.6
	26.4
	22.2
	22.7
	26.4
	24.8

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	5.9
	5.8
	7.7
	7.3
	3.3
	5.6
	6.3
	4.3
	7.1

	
	Very dissatisfied
	5.2
	3.7
	4.9
	4.7
	3.8
	3.7
	2.7
	5.5
	6.4

	
	Don’t know
	1.4
	5.8
	3.3
	2.6
	5.0
	1.9
	3.1
	3.1
	6.4

	Intensity of street lighting (residential areas)
	Very satisfied
	18.6
	14.9
	14.4
	15.5
	19.2
	9.3
	20.9
	13.9
	14.9

	
	Fairly satisfied
	33.7
	41.3
	43.6
	33.7
	36.4
	46.3
	36.8
	36.4
	37.8

	
	Neither nor
	24.1
	20.7
	18.1
	24.9
	23.4
	24.1
	24.9
	23.0
	16.2

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	16.8
	12.5
	13.3
	15.0
	15.1
	13.0
	12.3
	16.4
	16.9

	
	Very dissatisfied
	6.9
	7.0
	8.5
	8.8
	4.2
	5.6
	3.6
	9.1
	10.8

	
	Don’t know
	0.0
	3.6
	2.1
	2.1
	1.7
	1.9
	1.6
	1.2
	3.4

	Time taken to repair street lights
	Very satisfied
	11.2
	12.4
	10.6
	9.9
	14.3
	13.0
	12.5
	11.1
	11.0

	
	Fairly satisfied
	30.1
	23.3
	30.3
	22.0
	26.9
	29.6
	25.9
	30.2
	21.9

	
	Neither nor
	26.2
	28.4
	25.0
	32.5
	25.2
	27.8
	28.2
	29.6
	23.3

	
	Fairly dissatisfied
	18.2
	11.5
	14.9
	13.6
	15.1
	9.3
	14.5
	13.6
	17.8

	
	Very dissatisfied
	7.3
	6.9
	9.0
	7.3
	5.5
	3.7
	4.3
	10.5
	9.6

	
	Don’t know
	7.0
	17.5
	10.1
	14.7
	13.0
	16.7
	14.5
	4.9
	16.4


Base = multiple
Table 47: From the areas listed below, which (if any) would you like to see the Council spend more on, not change spending or be prepared for the Council to spend less on? (% by Gender, % by Neighbourhood, % by Age-Group)

	Response
	Gender
	Neighbourhood
	Age-Group

	
	Male
	Female
	North
	Central
	South
	16-34
	35-54
	55-64
	65+

	Main roads
	More
	47.3
	51.9
	53.8
	47.5
	48.2
	61.5
	45.9
	47.4
	54.3

	
	The same
	48.4
	46.1
	42.0
	49.2
	49.6
	30.8
	50.6
	51.3
	42.6

	
	Less
	4.4
	2.0
	4.1
	3.4
	2.2
	7.7
	3.4
	1.3
	3.1

	Side roads
	More
	65.6
	69.6
	65.5
	64.7
	71.9
	59.6
	68.5
	69.8
	66.9

	
	The same
	29.8
	28.1
	31.6
	31.0
	25.0
	36.5
	27.3
	28.3
	29.4

	
	Less
	4.6
	2.3
	2.8
	4.3
	3.1
	3.8
	4.2
	1.9
	3.7

	Busy footways
	More
	37.8
	42.6
	34.6
	47.2
	38.6
	32.0
	36.9
	41.4
	49.6

	
	The same
	58.7
	56.0
	64.1
	48.9
	59.4
	64.0
	61.4
	55.9
	47.8

	
	Less
	3.5
	1.4
	1.3
	3.9
	1.9
	4.0
	1.7
	2.8
	2.7

	Local footways
	More
	36.0
	38.2
	31.0
	41.7
	37.7
	30.0
	30.8
	43.8
	44.5

	
	The same
	54.3
	56.5
	64.6
	45.6
	57.1
	62.0
	59.5
	50.0
	51.3

	
	Less
	9.7
	5.3
	4.4
	12.8
	5.2
	8.0
	9.7
	6.3
	4.2

	Street lighting
	More
	20.5
	23.4
	26.8
	24.4
	16.3
	15.7
	18.7
	22.8
	30.3

	
	The same
	64.3
	61.2
	61.6
	55.7
	69.4
	72.5
	61.7
	62.4
	60.5

	
	Less
	15.2
	15.4
	11.6
	19.9
	14.4
	11.8
	19.6
	14.8
	9.2


Base = multiple
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