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Appendix 1 

ASC savings consultation 2019 
Subsidy for meals in the community  

Date: August 2019 

Document summary 

Results from the ASC savings consultation on the meals subsidy carried out between May 
and August 2019. 
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Background 

We are proposing to stop paying a subsidy for meals in the community.  

Meals services enable people to have hot, chilled or frozen meals delivered to their home 
on a daily or weekly basis. We have a good range of service providers in East Sussex, 
which allow people to access high quality, nutritious food.  

At the moment, the subsidy is £4.10 per meal and it is not means tested. The full cost of a 
meal is between £4 and £8. Our proposal would mean that people would need to pay the 
full cost of their meals if they wanted to carry on receiving them. 

The majority of people currently receiving the subsidy have 7 meals a week and three 
quarters also receive another service. Most are older people and nearly half are aged 85 
and over. 

Why we consulted  

We think it is reasonable to ask people to pay for their meals given the budget pressures 
we face. Most other local authorities have already moved away from subsidising this sort 
of service. Stopping the subsidy could see savings of £483,000.  

In line with the Care Act, we would continue to offer information about meals services and 
help people to access services if they were eligible to receive support from us. It’s also 
possible that a small group of people may need additional support with their meals due to 
a disability or because they are particularly vulnerable. 

What we did 

We consulted on the meals subsidy between 28 May and 6 August 2019.  

We wrote to people currently receiving the subsidy to tell them about our proposal and ask 
them to fill in the survey. Where people didn’t have capacity to take part, or contacting 
them would be inappropriate, we wrote to their families and carers where this was 
possible.  

The consultation was promoted through a press release, via social media, in email 
briefings, in our enewsletters to staff and the public, in enewsletters run by other 
organisations, and at relevant groups and forums.  

We targeted the following stakeholders: 

 people receiving the subsidy and their families and carers.  

 organisations such as partners, providers, voluntary organisations, and groups, 

 people working at the Council and working in social care and health for other 
organisations, and  

 members of the public.  

Everyone had the option of completing an online or paper survey, or giving us their 
feedback over the phone, by email, or by letter.  
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Respondent numbers and response methods 

The table below shows the different ways that respondents shared their views. In some 
cases people may have taken part using more than one response method. 

How they took part Total respondents 

Survey for people who receive the subsidy 
and their family and carers  

228 

Survey for members of the public and 
people working in health and social care  

224 

Survey for East Sussex County Council staff 27 

Survey for organisation and group 
responses 

1 

Other feedback  

(Email, letter, call, video, feedback form) 

Individuals: 21 

Organisations or groups: 3 

Lunch clubs Survey: 7 

Organisations or groups: 1 

Total responses 512 

About this report 

The main report covers key messages from across the consultation and the top themes 
covered in each of the various response methods. The appendices provide the full results, 
including data and comment themes for each of the different response methods.  

Please note that comments may cover multiple themes, so the number of people 
answering a question won’t reflect the number of respondents for the identified comment 
themes.  

What happens next 

The Council’s Lead Member for adult social care will consider the recommendations, the 
consultation results and the Equality Impact Assessment on 24 September 2019. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 
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Key messages 

This section provides a summary of the key messages from the consultation. These reflect 
the feedback received from organisations, groups and individuals across surveys and 
other feedback such as emails and letters.  

 The majority of people disagree with the proposal that we should stop offering a 
subsidy for meals in the community, although there are a reasonable number across all 
response methods who agree with the proposal.  

 People tended to disagree because the proposal would impact most on certain groups 
of people (particularly the vulnerable, older people, those with a disability and people 
living in rural areas), and because meals, which is a vital service, would be unaffordable 
for many without the subsidy.  

 Some people were angry and disgusted that the proposal was even being considered. 
They felt that the proposal targets vulnerable people who don’t have a voice.  

 People tended to agree because everyone else has to pay for their food and they think 
that those who can afford to should pay the full cost. 

 The meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, often offering a much 
needed lifeline that enables them to stay living safely in their own home.  

 Good nutrition is important for mental and physical health and examples were often 
provided of the difference that meals services have made to an individual’s health and 
quality of life.  

 There is a fairly even split between those who say they would be likely to continue 
using the service if they had to pay the full cost and those who say they would be 
unlikely to do so.  

 There are people receiving the subsidy, and their families and carers, who are clear 
that they would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy, with some saying 
that they are already struggling financially.  

 Some say that they have very little spare money and would be forced to make difficult 
budgeting decisions if the proposal went ahead. This was particularly the case for 
people who qualify for pension credit and disability benefits.  

 If people are unable or unwilling to pay the full cost themselves this could increase the 
pressure on carers, family and friends.  

 Many of those who wouldn’t personally be affected are concerned about the financial 
impact on those receiving the subsidy if it was stopped and the risk that it could cause 
real hardship for those who are managing on a low income.  
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 Some people say they, or their family member, are not able to cook for themselves, or 

even heat up a microwave meal, due to an illness, disability or impairment. This means 
they would still need help to access a hot meal and may be at risk of self-neglect if they 
can’t afford to pay for meals themselves and aren’t safe cooking for themselves. 

 It could lead to people eating less food, having few or no hot meals, and eating a much 
less nutritious diet.  

 Poor nutrition could negatively affect people’s health and wellbeing, which could have a 
knock-on effect on NHS services and mean they need more support from adult social 
care.  

 It could affect people’s ability to maintain their independence and could force some 
unnecessarily into residential care.  

 It could prove more expensive in the long run if people ended up needing more costly 
support from adult social care or it caused an increase in their use of NHS services.  

 People feel that the service helps to reduce social isolation and ensures that people 
have regular contact with the outside world. The safe and well check that is embedded 
in the service is also valued. 

 Those living in rural areas could find it harder to get to the shops and there may be 
fewer viable alternatives to meals services.  

 There was concern that stopping the subsidy could make meals services less viable for 
providers.  

 If lunch clubs lose the subsidy it is likely to affect the number of people who attend. This 
would make them less viable and could force them to close.  

 There was strong support across all the surveys for additional support being offered to 
certain groups of people. Most people thought that people with mobility issues, a 
physical disability, cognitive impairment, and those on a low income should receive 
support. 

 There is a lot of support across response methods for making the subsidy means 
tested, rather than stopping it completely. However, some people are concerned about 
the administrative costs of means testing.  

 The Council should make savings in another way, including: in another department; in a 
different way in adult social care; and cutting/freezing the amount that is paid to senior 
staff, councillors, and the salary levels for all staff.  

 There were comments about how the local situation is affected by national policy and 
decisions, particularly related to austerity, funding for local government, and what sort 
of society we want to be. Some people suggested that the Council should be lobbying 
more strongly for additional funding. 
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Themes by response method 

This section covers the top themes for each question. Where there weren’t any top themes 
that category has been left out of that section in the table. For a more detailed breakdown 
of answers including all the data and themes please see the relevant appendix as noted in 
the table below.  

Client and family survey (see appendix 1) 

About the respondents:  

 half of the respondents receive the subsidy and half were completing the survey as 

a family member or carer of someone who receives it; and 

 nearly two thirds have their meals supplied by Mother Theresa’s and over three 

quarters have been receiving the subsidy for up to three years.  

If the proposal went ahead top themes:  

 nearly two fifths said they would be likely to continue using the service if they had to 

pay the full cost of the meals; and 

 just over two fifths said they would be unlikely to continue using the service.  

Views on the proposal top themes:  

 nearly three fifths of respondents disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay 

the full cost of their meal; 

 nearly one fifth agree that it is reasonable; 

 the proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 

those with a disability, or people living in rural areas; 

 they, or their family member, would be unable to afford the meals without the 

subsidy; and 

 they are already struggling financially. 

Additional support to access and prepare food for certain groups top themes:  

 most said this support should be available and offered to:  

 people with a physical disability or mobility issues; 

 people who are poor or managing on a low income; 

 people who are unable to buy, prepare, heat up, or cook food for themselves; and  

 people with cognitive impairment or lack of capacity, such as those with dementia. 

How they would be affected top themes:  

 the financial impact on them, or their family member, if the subsidy stopped;  

 they, or their family member, are not able to cook for themselves;  

 they would need help with accessing a meal due to their age, vulnerability, physical 

disability and/or cognitive impairment; and  

 they, or their family member, would be unable to afford the meals without the 

subsidy. 
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Other comments and suggestions top themes:  

 commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 

provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 

the vulnerable. 

Public and people working in social care survey (see appendix 2) 

About the respondents:  

 the majority of the respondents completed the survey as a member of the public.  

Views on the proposal top themes:  

 nearly three fifths of respondents disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay 

the full cost of their meal; 

 nearly a third agree that it is reasonable; 

 it should be means tested instead of stopped completely; and 

 the meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much 

needed lifeline. 

Additional support to access and prepare food for certain groups top themes:  

 the majority said this support should be available and offered to: 

 people who are poor or managing on a low income; 

 people with a physical disability or mobility issues; and  

 again, some people said it should be means tested instead of stopped completely. 

How they would be affected:  

 people would not be personally affected by the proposal; and 

 concerned about the negative impact on older, vulnerable and/or disabled people 

living in the county.  

Other comments and suggestions top themes:  

 comment on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding provided 

to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and the 

vulnerable; and  

 suggestions about the subsidy or other ways of making savings. 

ESCC staff survey (see appendix 3) 

About the respondents:  

 nearly two thirds work in a front-line role in adult social care. 

Views on the proposal top themes:  

 nearly two thirds agree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the full cost of their 

meal; 

 a quarter disagree that it is reasonable; 
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 everyone else has to pay for their food; and  

 it should be means tested instead of stopped completely. 

Additional support to access and prepare food for certain groups top themes:  

 most people said this support should be available; 

 it should be based on individual or assessed need; 

 it should be offered to people who are unable to buy, prepare, heat up, or cook food 

for themselves; and  

 again, some people said it should be means tested instead of stopped completely. 

How they would be affected top theme:  

 their work wouldn’t be affected.  

What would help in their role top theme:  

 have a leaflet with details of local providers that can be posted to people.  

Other comments and suggestions top themes:  

 people would lose the benefit of the 'safe and well' check; and  

 good nutrition is important for people's health and staying well. 

Organisation survey (see appendix 4) 

Views on the proposal top theme:  

 they would prefer the subsidy to remain.  

How they would be affected top theme:  

 concerned that people who need this service would have to go without their meal if 

the subsidy stopped. 

Other comments and suggestions top theme:  

 it should be means tested instead of stopped completely. 

Other feedback via letter, email etc (see appendix 6) 

Organisation and group feedback 

Views on the proposal top theme:  

 they would prefer the subsidy to remain. 

How they would be affected top themes:  

 concerned about the impact on people’s family and carers if people stop receiving 

meals; and  

 people in rural locations may find it harder to get to the shops or have to travel 

further. 
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Other comments and suggestions top theme:  

 it should be means tested instead of stopped completely. 

Individual feedback  

Views on the proposal top themes:  

 just over two fifths disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the full cost of 

their meal;  

 just over one fifth have mixed views; and  

 less than a fifth agree that it is reasonable.   

How they would be affected top themes:  

 concerned about the negative impact on them, their family member and older, 

vulnerable and/or disabled people living in East Sussex; and  

 it would impact on people’s health and wellbeing if the subsidy stopped and people 

couldn’t afford to pay themselves.  

Other comments and suggestions top themes:  

 it should be means tested instead of stopped completely; and  

 other suggestions about the subsidy or other ways of making savings. 

Lunch club surveys and other feedback (see appendix 8) 

About the respondents: 

 most attendees who took part have been going to their lunch club for more than six 

years; and 

 other respondents included the chairman of one of the clubs, district councillors, 

and members of the public.  

If the proposal went ahead top theme:  

 most people said they would be unlikely to keep attending their lunch club if they 

had to pay the full cost of meals themselves.  

Views on the proposal top themes:  

 everyone who gave their views disagrees with the proposal to stop the subsidy; 

 they are concerned that their local lunch club would be forced to closed if the 

subsidy was stopped; and 

 people would miss the social aspect if they couldn’t attend. 

How they would be affected top themes:  

 loss of members would make their local club less viable and could force it to close; 

and  

 people would lose the benefits that attendance offers, including social contact and 

exercise.  

Other comments and suggestions top themes:  
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 more options are need for social engagement for older people, not less; and 

 closure of the club would leave rural residents facing greater isolation. 

Sample quotes 

These comments are a small selection of the comments we received during the 
consultation. They have been chosen as they either reflect the key themes or offer a 
specific suggestion.  

 “With the increase I would have to stop my carers. As it is more important to eat than 
have my carers.” 

 “Would struggle to afford meals even though [I] only have the cheaper mini meals 
selection.” 

 “My parents are being supported in their own home which is beneficial for the state. 
They have always been independent and at the age of 89 I think they should be 
supported otherwise they will need to go into a home. My father is the main carer for 
his wife who has severe dementia.” 

 “I believe the council needs to provide this crucial service to enable people who need 
additional support in receiving a hot prepared meal.” 

 “We know that elderly malnutrition occurs in our communities. This along with poor 
hydration leads to increase in confusion, infections and falls to name a few issues. 
Which in turn puts pressure on our already over stretched secondary care services. 
Does the council's actions and approach support the NHS Ten year plan.” 

 “The service users I care for would not be able to afford to continue with the service 
and would end up eating less and most likely less nutritious food.” 

 “So many other ways of obtaining prepared meals at home these days. Supermarket 
frozen foods home delivery, from Asda to Gousto by way of Wiltshire Farm Foods, 
Oakhouse etc. The prep and delivery element are redundant. And the choice offered by 
all these mean, variety – both nutritionally and in terms of budget.” 

 “The person delivering the meal is often the only person that an elderly person sees in 
a day. If you remove that will you replace with a social worker visiting? No! Cheap at 
twice the price. These are people totally dependent on others. You should not even 
think of cutting out the support they have left.” 

 “Majority of residents will be in receipt of income (state benefits, private income) at a 
level sufficient / intended to cover basic needs, including food. A meal's cost in range 
£4 - £8 is higher than can be made at home with ingredients bought at eg 
supermarkets but includes the preparation and delivery cost. Means testing would add 
administrative costs and [is] likely to increase costs rather than effect savings. Adult 
Social Services spending should prioritise medical / personal care.” 

 “In theory I agree but hot meals delivered to vulnerable elderly adults are ESSENTIAL. 
When meals on wheels are not available some elderly are in a position whereby they 
do not eat properly and end up in hospital suffering from malnutrition. Lack of food / 
water can cause symptoms similar to dementia and again hospitalisation results so 
putting more strain on the NHS. Can you not phase in the charges slowly? Many of the 
adults receiving meals on wheels cannot go shopping for themselves easily.” 
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 “It will cost more to stop the meals than continue to [subsidise] them. Older people can 
be neglectful of nutrition. If they don’t eat properly, resultant problems will ensure 
higher visits to medical care, including A&E.” 

 “Whatever you choose to do, please bear in mind that personal, individual assistance 
to every current recipient to make their chosen form of ongoing meal arrangements will 
be vital to avoid anyone ‘falling through the net’ and not having their nutritional needs 
met...rather than just sending out a letter with a list of instructions.” 

 “The financial impact upon recipients of a total immediate subsidy removal will be 
substantial and detrimental, but a more incremental reduction is more likely to be 
accommodated by recipients and providers… The advantage of this modus operandi is 
that East Sussex County Council will then be able to see the actual adverse impact of 
this much smaller reduction, if any, and then be better able to make a reasoned 
decision as to whether to make a similar reduction in subsequent years if appropriate.”  

 “Mum may attempt to start cooking again which raises health and safety issues due to 
memory problems and dexterity of hands. Having meals stops her using the gas cooker 
every day.” 

 “It would make me considerably financially vulnerable. I live on my own and rely on 
their meals, as I am disabled and cannot cook.” 

 “As there [are] two of us the cost would be a bit prohibitive.” 

 “Additional costs to the most vulnerable people with no access or ability to drive or 
reach public transport or have internet to have food delivered nor able physically to 
prepare hot food. This is disgraceful & truly worrying as family member whose father 
paid taxes all of his life aged 89 and frail. God help the decision makers!!” 

 “This has the potential to cause serious harm to not only my MIL [mother-in-law] but 
others who use this service for its nutritional value. This is my MIL’s only main meal. 
She has lost weight and her diabetes has never been better because she is eating a 
hot nutritious meal with veg carbs and protein in equal measure. A balanced meal.” 

 “People living on disability benefit do not have sufficient funds to pay the extra charges. 
Subsidise those on low incomes only. Supply to all those who struggle to cook but give 
discount to those who cannot afford the full price.” 

 “I do not feel that ESCC should ever pay for chilled meal delivery as chilled meals can 
be done as part of shopping for other everyday items, but the delivery would be for hot 
meals only, where there is very real concern that the person's nutritional status would 
be at risk without them. It would be subject to a risk assessment, akin to the risk 
assessment for a falls detector, and the person would need to meet all criteria to 
qualify.” 

 “Adult Social Care have commented on how unusual it is for someone of her age, with 
her disabilities, managing to still be at home… At the time of putting the meals into 
place [she] was struggling to cook for herself and I discovered that she had been living 
on cornflakes, crackers and sandwiches. She was malnourished, confused and 
struggling with personal care. Since having the meals she has gained some weight and 
with the help from the carers is less confused and has regained back some quality of 
life.” 
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Appendix 1: Client and family survey 

All comment themes covered by two or more people are included in this report. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 

Are you completing the survey as:  

(218 people answered; 10 people did not) 

 

Which meals in the community service do you use?  

(220 people answered; 8 people did not) 
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How long have you been using a meals service? 

(223 people answered; 5 people did not) 

 

How likely would you be to continue using the service if you had to pay the full cost 
of your meals? 

(223 people answered; 5 people did not) 

 

How would you be affected by the proposal?  

(197 people answered; 31 people did not) 

Top themes: The top theme was the financial impact on people if the subsidy stopped (68 
comments). Other top themes included: they, or their family member, are not able to cook 
for themselves (35); they would need help with accessing a meal due to their age, 
vulnerability, physical disability and/or cognitive impairment (31); and they, or their family 
member, would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy (30).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 They, or their family member, would eat fewer, or no, hot meals (20). 
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 They, or their family member, would eat fewer, or no, nutritious meals (19). 

 They, or their family member, would eat less food or not eat (15).  

 Poor nutrition could lead to a reduction in their independence, affect their health, or 
cause or worsen an illness (12).  

 They would have fewer community meals delivered to them (11). 

 They, or their family member, are unable to do their own shopping (11). 

 They, or their family member, aren’t safe to cook for themselves (10). 

 The family isn’t able to support them more due to other commitments or where they 
live (9).  

 Their family or carers would have to help instead and cook more for them (9).  

 They would switch to supermarket food instead or get some of their meals from the 
supermarket (9).  

 They would stop having meals in the community if the subsidy wasn’t available (8). 

 They would have to look at alternatives and see what the best option was (8).  

 They, or their family member, could end up in a care home if the subsidy stops (6). 

 People need this sort of service (6).  

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (5).  

 They, or their family member, are already paying a contribution for other services 
they receive and don’t feel they can afford to pay more (5).  

 A family member or carer is concerned that the person receiving the subsidy won’t 
want to pay and would cancel the service putting them at risk (5).  

 They commented on their personal situation (5).  

 They would not be affected as their situation has changed (4). 

 There would be a financial impact on the family if they had to pay the cost of the 
meals instead (4).  

 They, or their family member, would still need help from care workers to microwave 
meals (3).  

 The proposal would have a negative impact on their family member or friend (3).  

 It would increase the risk of self-neglect (3).  

 They, or their family member, would lose the benefit of the ‘safe and well’ check (3).  

 They are disgusted/angry/upset about the proposal and the fact it is even being 
considered (3).  

 Supermarket meals are not an option for them or their family member (2).  

 Their, or their family member’s, dietary needs would make it hard to find an 
alternative to meals services (2).  

 They, or their family member, would pay the full cost as they value the service (2).  

 They have seen the benefits the service provides at first hand (2).  
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How much do you agree or disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the 
full cost of their meals?  

(217 people answered; 11 people did not) 

 

Please explain why you agree or disagree:  

(179 people answered; 49 people did not) 

Top themes: The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older 
people, those with a disability, or people living in rural areas (29 comments); they, or their 
family member, would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy (28); and they are 
already struggling financially (24).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 The meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much 
needed lifeline (21).  

 They commented on their personal situation (20). 

 Stopping the subsidy would cause hardship for people with a limited income (16).  

 They, or their family member, would eat less food or not eat (15).  

 People should pay the full cost if they can afford to (14). 

 Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (14).  

 Some people aren’t able to cook for themselves (13).  

 They recognise the funding pressures the Council is facing and the need to making 
savings (11).  

 Access to the subsidy should be based on need, for example, individual need, age, 
ability to cook, risk or isolation (10).  

 They, or their family member, would eat fewer, or no, nutritious meals (9).  

 Poor nutrition could cause or worsen an illness (9).  

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (8).  
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 They, or their family member, have paid their tax and National Insurance and 
deserve this support when they need it (7).  

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (6).  

 They have mixed views about the proposal (6).  

 A family member or carer is concerned that the person receiving the subsidy won’t 
want to pay and would cancel the service, putting them at risk (5).  

 Rather than stopping the subsidy, they suggest changing the amount of subsidy 
that is offered (5).  

 They, or their family member, are already paying a contribution for other services 
they receive and don’t feel they can afford to pay more, or they don’t get any other 
support (5).  

 The carer is concerned that their family member isn’t safe to cook for themselves 
(4).  

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (4).  

 People need a hot meal (4).  

 They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 
provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (3). 

 Meals seem expensive for what they are when the full cost is considered (3).  

 Many people would be able to pay the full cost themselves (3).  

 People may not be able to remain at home if the subsidy stops and they can’t afford 
to pay for the meals themselves (3).  

 The Council should make savings in another way in adult social care or in another 
department instead (3).  

 The cost of the subsidy seems expensive and unsustainable (2).  

 Removing the subsidy could increase the risk of malnutrition (2).  

 People with a low income may have to choose between eating and heating (2).  

 It could increase the pressure on other adult social care services if people still need 
help (2).  

 They agree that the subsidy should be stopped (2).  

 Good nutrition is important for people’s health and staying well (2).  

 It is unfair to subsidise some people (2).  

 It should already be means tested (2). 

 The value of the contact and/or the ‘safe and well’ check (2). 
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Do you think we should continue to offer additional support to access and prepare 
food to certain groups of people if the proposal goes ahead?  

(222 people answered; 6 people did not) 

 

If you said ‘yes’, do you have any suggestions for what criteria we use? 

(150 people answered; 78 people did not) 

Top themes: People with a physical disability or mobility issues (38 comments); people 
who are poor or managing on a low income (27); people who are unable to buy, prepare, 
heat up, or cook food for themselves (27); and people with cognitive impairment or lack of 
capacity, for example, those with dementia (26).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (22).  

 Based on people’s age (18).  

 Offer it to vulnerable people (17).  

 It should be based on individual or assessed need (14).  

 People who are receiving disability benefits (13). 

 People who have a sensory impairment (13).  

 It should be based on the impact of removing the subsidy; for example, if it would 
prevent someone needing more support or if they would be at risk of malnutrition 
(9).  

 Offer it to people who need help from care workers to buy, prepare, heat up, or 
cook food (8). 

 People living on their own (8).  

 People need this sort of service (8).  

 Stopping the subsidy would have a negative impact on people who receive it (8).  

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (6).  

Yes, 90% 

No, 3% 

Don't know, 8% 
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 People who have no family living nearby or no next of kin (5).  

 Keep things as they are now and don’t stop the subsidy (5). 

 Care workers could support people instead (4).  

 People who couldn’t manage without it or couldn’t stay at home without it (4). 

 Everyone who needs support should get it (3).  

 People who wouldn’t eat without the service or would be at risk of not eating (3).  

 Those who are unwell or have a long-term condition (2). 

 People who need help to maintain a healthy diet (2).  

 Offer the service for a short time while a plan is being put in place (2).  

 The Council should make savings in another department instead (2). 

Do you have any other comments or suggestions about the proposal? 

(106 people answered; 122 people did not) 

Top theme: They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, 
funding provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (24 comments).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (13). 

 They are disgusted/angry/upset about the proposal and the fact it is even being 
considered (12). 

 People need this sort of service (11). 

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (9). 

 The meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much 
needed lifeline (9). 

 If the subsidy is stopped it will cost more to support people in other ways (8).  

 They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 
provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (7). 

 Poor nutrition could lead to a reduction in their independence, affect their health, 
cause or worsen an illness (6). 

 Rather than making savings in this way, look at reducing the amount paid to 
councillors/senior staff or freeze pay increases for all staff (6).  

 The Council should make savings in another way in ASC or in another department 
instead (5).  

 They commented on the value of the service to them or their family member (5).  

 Stopping the service would have a negative impact on older people (4).  

 The service helps people to maintain their independence and stay living at home 
(4).  
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 People may not be able to remain at home and could end up in a care home if the 
subsidy stops (4).  

 They, or their family member, have paid their tax and National Insurance and 
deserve this support when they need it (3).  

 The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 
those with a disability, or people living in rural areas (3).  

 People would eat less food or not eat (3).  

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (3).  

 They commented on their personal situation (3).  

 Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (3).  

 Good nutrition is important for people’s health and staying well (3).  

 The contact the delivery provides is valuable for people living on their own (3).  

 People would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy (2).  

 Not everyone can afford to pay the full cost (2).  
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Appendix 2: Public and people working in social care survey 

All comment themes covered by two or more people are included in this report. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 

Are you completing the survey as:  

(222 people answered; 2 people did not) 

  

How much do you agree or disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the 
full cost of their meals? 

(223 people answered; 1 person did not) 
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Please explain why you agree or disagree:  

(194 people answered; 30 people did not) 

Top themes: Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (46 comments); and 
the meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much needed 
lifeline (46). 

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 
those with a disability, or people living in rural areas (28). 

 People would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy (27). 

 Stopping the subsidy would cause hardship for people with a limited income (22). 

 People would eat less food or not eat (19). 

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (17). 

 People are already struggling financially (14). 

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (14). 

 People should pay the full cost if they can afford to (14). 

 Some people aren’t able to cook for themselves (13). 

 Many people could afford to pay the full cost themselves (11).  

 Poor nutrition could cause or worsen an illness (11).  

 People need a hot meal (11).  

 It could increase the pressure on other adult social care services if people still need 
help (10).  

 The value of the contact and/or the ‘safe and well’ check (10).  

 Access to the subsidy should be based on need; for example, individual need, age, 
ability to cook, risk or isolation (9).  

 Everyone else has to pay for their food (9).  

 People paid their tax and National Insurance and deserve this support when they 
need it (8).  

 People on a low income already receive benefits which should help to pay for their 
food (8).  

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (7). 

 They have mixed views about the proposal (7). 

 The market offers a choice of meals services including cheaper services (7). 

 There are many alternatives to meals services and for getting nutritional food 
delivered (7).  

 They recognise the funding pressures the Council is facing and the need to make 
savings (7).  

 They, or their family member, would eat fewer, or no, nutritious meals (6). 
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 It could increase loneliness if people lose the contact with their delivery driver (6).  

 Means testing could be expensive to administer (6).  

 Good nutrition is important for people’s health and staying well (6). 

 People should pay for their own food (6). 

 Removing the subsidy could increase the risk of malnutrition (5). 

 The Council should make savings in another way in ASC or in another department 
instead (5).  

 They agree it is reasonable to stop offering the subsidy (5).  

 They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 
provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (4) 

 People would lose the ‘safe and well’ check (4). 

 Commented on the value of the ‘safe and well’ check (4). 

 Meals seem expensive for what they are when the full cost is considered (4). 

 Adult social care should prioritise other spending; for example, on personal care (4).  

 Some people will be able to afford to pay the full cost, but others won’t (4).  

 People with a low income may have to choose between eating and heating (3).  

 It is unfair to subsidise some people (3).  

 It is unfair to stop the subsidy for everyone (3).  

 It should already be means tested (3).  

 Rather than stopping the subsidy, they suggest changing the amount of subsidy 
that is offered (2).  

 Making it means tested could put people off from applying (2).  
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Do you think we should continue to offer additional support to access and prepare 
food to certain groups of people if the proposal goes ahead?  

(222 people answered; 2 people did not) 

 

If you said ‘yes’, do you have any suggestions for what criteria we use? 

(172 people answered; 52 people did not) 

Top themes: People who are poor or managing on a low income (43 comments); people 
with a physical disability or mobility issues (36); and make it means tested instead of 
stopping it completely (34). 

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 People with cognitive impairment or lack of capacity; for example, those with 
dementia (23).  

 People who are unable to buy, prepare, heat up, or cook food for themselves (18). 

 It should be offered to vulnerable people (17). 

 It should be based on people’s age (17).  

 It should be based on individual or assessed need (17).  

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (15).  

 People who are receiving disability benefits (14).  

 Everyone who needs support should get it (10). 

 Offer it to people who need help from care workers to buy, prepare, heat up, or 
cook food (8).  

 People who have no family living nearby or no next of kin (8).  

 People who couldn’t manage without it or couldn’t stay at home without it (7). 

 People living on their own (7). 

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (7).  

 Offer the service for a short time while a plan is being put in place (6). 

Yes, 88% 

No, 8% 

Don't know, 5% 
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 People need this sort of service (6).  

 Keep things as they are now and don’t stop the subsidy (6).  

 It should be offered based on referrals; for example, from GPs, hospitals and 
professionals (5). 

 Those who are unwell or have a long-term condition (5).  

 People who have a sensory impairment (5). 

 It should be based on the impact of removing the subsidy; for example, if it would 
prevent someone needing more support or if they would be at risk of malnutrition 
(4). 

 People who wouldn’t eat without the service or would be at risk of not eating (4). 

 Stopping the subsidy would have a negative impact on people who receive it (4).  

 People who need help to maintain a healthy diet (3).  

 Care workers could support people instead (3).  

 People should pay for the cost of their food even if they get additional support (3).  

 People who couldn’t manage without it or couldn’t stay at home without it (2). 

 People who don’t have cooking facilities (2).  

 Offer the service for a short time while a plan is being put in place (2). 

 Means testing could be expensive to administer (2). 

 Ensure the process for deciding who gets additional support is consistent and fair 
(2). 

How would you be affected by the proposal?  

(199 people answered; 25 people did not) 

Top theme: People said they would not personally be affected by the proposal (117 
comments). 

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 They are concerned about the negative impact on older, vulnerable and/or disabled 
people living in East Sussex (24). 

 They don’t personally need to access the subsidy at the moment (18). 

 They are disgusted/angry/upset about the proposal and the fact it is even being 
considered (11). 

 Stopping the subsidy would help relieve the funding pressure on the Council (8). 

 The proposal would have a negative impact on their family member or friend (7). 

 The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 
those with a disability, or people living in rural areas (7). 

 The proposal would affect people they support in a professional capacity (6). 
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 They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 
provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (6).  

 They would need to get the subsidy in future (5). 

 They suggest increasing Council Tax to cover the cost of the subsidy or say they 
are happy for it to be increased (5).  

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (4).  

 People’s family or carers would have to help instead and cook more for them (4). 

 They aren’t affected unless Council Tax increases (4).  

 They have seen the benefits the service provides at first hand (4).  

 Poor nutrition could lead to a reduction in their independence, affect their health, or 
cause or worsen an illness (3).  

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (3).  

 People need this sort of service (2).  

 People would eat less food or not eat (2). 

 It could increase the risk of self-neglect (2). 

 There would be a financial impact on the family if they had to pay the cost of the 
meals instead (2). 

 People have paid their tax and National Insurance and deserve this support when 
they need it (2). 

 Stopping the subsidy would ensure other social care services could have the 
funding they need (2).  

 They won’t vote for the Conservatives in future (2).  

 They agree that the subsidy should be stopped (2). 

 They manage with what they have in old age, so feel that others should too (2). 

 The subsidy should be stopped as it will help keep Council Tax down (2).  

Do you have any other comments or suggestions about the proposal?  

(103 people answered; 121 people did not) 

Top themes: They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, 
funding provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (17 comments); and made a suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of 
making savings (17). 

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 They disagree with the proposal to stop the subsidy (14). 

 The Council should make savings in another way in ASC or in another department 
instead (12). 

 They are disgusted/angry/upset about the proposal and the fact it is even being 
considered (12). 
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 Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (10). 

 The meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much 
needed lifeline (10). 

 People need this sort of service (9). 

 It could increase the pressure on the NHS if people’s health is affected (7).  

 They agree it is reasonable to stop offering the subsidy (6). 

 They suggest increasing Council Tax to cover the cost of the subsidy or say they 
are happy for it to be increased (6). 

 If the subsidy is stopped it will cost more to support people in other ways (5). 

 Rather than making savings in this way, look at reducing the amount paid to 
councillors/senior staff or freeze pay increases for all staff (5). 

 People should pay for their own food (4). 

 They are concerned about the negative impact on older, vulnerable and/or disabled 
people living in East Sussex (3). 

 Poor nutrition could lead to a reduction in people’s independence, affect their 
health, cause or worsen an illness (3). 

 People would lose the benefit of the ‘safe and well’ check (3). 

 Good nutrition is important for people’s health and staying well (3). 

 Everyone else has to pay for their food (3). 

 People paid their tax and National Insurance and deserve this support when they 
need it (2). 

 People would eat less food or not eat (2). 

 People would eat fewer, or no, nutritious meals (2). 

 People may not be able to remain at home and could end up in a care home if the 
subsidy stops (2). 

 It could increase the pressure on other adult social care services if people still need 
help (2).  

 The service helps people to maintain their independence and stay at home (2).  

 They commented on austerity, how the country chooses to spend money, funding 
provided to local government, and the subsequent impact on the community and 
the vulnerable (2). 

 Ensure people don’t slip through the net (2). 

 Look for other services like this that don’t need funding (2). 

 They raised an issue with the consultation process or information (2).  
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Appendix 3: ESCC staff survey 

All comment themes covered by two or more people are included in this report. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 

Are you completing the survey as:  

(26 people answered; 1 person did not) 

  

How much do you agree or disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the 
full cost of their meals? 

(Everyone answered the question) 

 

Please explain why you agree or disagree:  

(24 people answered; 3 people did not) 

Top themes: Everyone else has to pay for their food (6 comments); and make it means 
tested instead of stopping it completely (5). 
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The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 They agree with the proposal as long as people get help with cooking if they need it 
and aren’t left to starve (4).  

 People should pay the full cost if they can afford to (3). 

 They have mixed views about the proposal (3).  

 The meals service is an important one for vulnerable people, offering a much 
needed lifeline (3). 

 People would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy (2). 

 Stopping the subsidy would cause hardship for people with a limited income (2). 

 The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 
those with a disability, or people living in rural areas (2). 

 People would eat less food or not eat (2). 

 People would eat fewer, or no, nutritious meals (2). 

 Access to the subsidy should be based on need; for example, individual need, age, 
ability to cook, risk or isolation (2). 

 Some people aren’t able to cook for themselves (2). 

 People should pay for their own food (2). 

Do you think we should continue to offer additional support to access and prepare 
food to certain groups of people if the proposal goes ahead?  

(Everyone answered the question) 

 

If you said ‘yes’, do you have any suggestions for what criteria we use? 

(23 people answered; 4 people did not) 

Top themes: It should be based on individual or assessed need (7 comments); make it 
means tested instead of stopping it completely (6); and people who are unable to buy, 
prepare, heat up, or cook food for themselves (6). 

  

Yes, 26 

Don't know, 1 
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The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 Offer it to people who need help from care workers to buy, prepare, heat up, or 
cook food (3).  

 It should be offered to vulnerable people (2). 

 Those who are unwell or have a long-term condition (2). 

 People who don’t have cooking facilities (2). 

 People who are poor or managing on a low income (2). 

 Ensure the process for deciding who gets additional support is consistent and fair 
(2).  

 People should still pay for their own food even though they need additional support 
(2). 

 Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings (2). 

How would your work be affected if the proposal went ahead?  

(20 people answered; 7 people did not) 

Top theme: They said their work wouldn’t be affected by the proposal (6 comments).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 The focus would be on providing information and advice in future (3).  

 The assessments required if the subsidy stopped would increase the pressure on 
social work teams (2).  

 Home care is more expensive than offering the meals subsidy (2).  

 They said there would be limited impact on their work (2). 

What would help you in your role if the proposal went ahead?  

(17 people answered; 10 people did not) 

Top theme: Have a leaflet with details of local meals service providers that can be posted 
out to people (3 comments).  

The other key theme mentioned by more than one person was: 

 Clear communication with people who receive the subsidy about their options (2).  

Do you have any other comments or suggestions about the proposal?  

(9 people answered; 18 people did not) 

Top themes: People would lose the benefit of the ‘safe and well’ check (2 comments); and 
good nutrition is important for people’s health and staying well (2). 

There weren’t any other key themes mentioned by more than one person. 
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Appendix 4: Organisation and group survey 

We received 1 organisation or group response through the survey.  

Organisation or group Response 

Bodiam Parish Council They fear that people who need this service the most would 
have to go without their meal. They would prefer the subsidy 
to remain, but means tested so that those most in need would 
still receive a meal. 
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Appendix 5: Equalities information 

Everyone who completed the client and carer survey and public survey were given the 
option of completing the ‘about you’ equality questions. This section provides the 
combined responses for both groups.  

Gender 

 Respondents Census 

Male 128 28% 48% 

Female 265 59% 52% 

Prefer not to say 24 5% N/A 

Not answered 35 8% N/A 

Transgender 

Two people (0.4%) identified as transgender, while 81% (364) answered ‘no’, and 6% (25) 
chose prefer not to say. 13% (61) people did not answer the question. 

Age 

 Respondents Census 

Under 18 1 0.2% 19.8% 

18-24 0 0% 7.3% 

25-34 13 3% 9.6% 

35-44 21 5% 12.5% 

45-54 47 10% 14.2% 

55-59 41 9% 6.3% 

60-64 43 10% 7.5% 

65-74 94 21% 11.2% 

75+ 114 25% 11.6% 

Prefer not to say 33 7% N/A 

Not Answered 45 10% N/A 
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Location of respondent  

64% (289) provided their post code, 26% (119) chose prefer not to say. 10% (44) did not 
answer. 
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Ethnicity  

 Respondents Census 

White British 381 84% 

98% 

White Irish 2 0.4% 

White Gypsy/Roma 0 0% 

White Irish Traveller 0 0% 

White other* 3 1% 

Mixed White and Black 
Caribbean 

2 0.4% 

0.5% 
Mixed White and Black 
African 

1 0.2% 

Mixed White and Asian 1 0.2% 

Mixed other* 0 0% 

Asian or Asian British Indian 1 0.2% 

0.6% 

Asian or Asian British 
Pakistani 

0 0% 

Asian or Asian British 
Bangladeshi 

0 0% 

Asian or Asian British other* 0 0% 

Black or Black British 
Caribbean 

0 0% 

0.3% 
Black or Black British African 1 0.2% 

Black or Black British other* 0 0% 

Arab 0 0% 

0.3% Chinese 0 0% 

Prefer not to say 18 4% 

Other ethnic group* 0 0% N/A 

Not answered 42 9% N/A 
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Disability 

 Respondents 

Yes 170 38% 

No 207 46% 

Prefer not to say 26 6% 

Not answered 49 11% 

Impairment type 

Please note that this is a multiple choice question. The percentage is calculated based on 
the total respondent numbers to the survey.  

 Respondents 

Physical impairment  130 29% 

Sensory impairment 
(hearing and sight) 

66 15% 

Long standing illness or 
health condition, such as 
cancer, HIV, heart disease, 
diabetes or epilepsy 

89 20% 

Mental health condition 44 10% 

Learning disability 8 2% 

Other 10 2% 

Prefer not to say 14 3% 

 

  



 

 

  Page 38 of 47 

Religion 

43% (192) of respondents consider themselves to have a religion or belief, while 38% 
(170) do not, and 10% (43) chose prefer not to say. 10% (47) did not answer.  

Stated religion or belief  

More people answered this question than the previous one about whether they have a 
religion or belief.  

 Respondents Census 

Christian 184 41% 60% 

Buddhist 2 0.4% 0.4% 

Hindu 0 0% 0.3% 

Jewish 2 0.4% 0.2% 

Muslim 1 0.2% 0.8% 

Sikh 0 0% 0% 

Other* 9 2% 0.7% 

Not Answered 254 56% N/A 

Sexuality  

  Respondents 

Bi/Bisexual 5 1% 

Heterosexual/Straight 319 71% 

Gay woman/Lesbian 6 1% 

Gay man 3 1% 

Other 3 1% 

Prefer not to say 53 12% 

Not Answered 63 14% 

Marriage or civil partnership 

40% (182) of respondents are married or in a civil partnership, while 36% (161) are not 
and 10% (44) chose prefer not to say. 14% (65) did not answer the question.  
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Appendix 6: Other feedback 

Organisation and group feedback 

We received responses from the following organisations and groups: 

 East Sussex Seniors’ Association (ESSA) 

 Inclusion Advisory Group (IAG) 

 The chairman of Robertsbridge Lunch Club (RLC) 

The table below provides a summary of the key points raised by each organisation. The 
raw responses will be made available to Councillors in Members Papers.  

Organisation 
or group 

Date 
received 

Summary 

ESSA Health 
and Community 
Care Theme 
Group 

5 May  Concerned about the impact on the providers and the 
viability of their businesses.  

 Wanted to know if it would be means tested and how this 
would be done.  

 Recognised the complexity and hard work and time that 
is going into the project.  

IAG 5 June  The proposal would have a direct impact on the most 
vulnerable people who have extremely limited resources.  

 People in rural locations may find it harder to get to the 
shops or have to travel further. This may put more 
pressure on their family and carers.  

 Concern about increased malnutrition if people can’t 
afford to pay for the meals themselves.  

 The group felt that rather than stopping the subsidy 
entirely, it should instead be means tested (eg, if 
someone gets pension credit or Personal Independence 
Payment), as some people may own their property but 
be cash poor. If this isn’t an option, then something will 
need to be considered for those who cannot access food 
on their own.  

 If people decide they can’t afford to carry on using the 
service, can this information be shared with their GP. 

 The impact on carers needs to be considered, as if 
people cancel their services it is likely to lead to an 
increased reliance on their family and carers.  

RLC chairman 21 July  The potential impacts include: increased social isolation 
and greater use of the NHS and social care if people 
stop having the service and their health deteriorates; 
meals providers withdrawing from the marketplace or 
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increasing prices; and lunch clubs closing.  

 Given that the subsidy is a relatively small component of 
the budget it should ideally continue as it is.  

 Means testing could cost more money than it saves in 
administration costs and people would not necessarily 
apply even if they qualified.  

 Unless it receives more funding or finds another way to 
raise money or make savings, the Council needs to 
balance its budget.  

 The financial impact of a total subsidy removal would be 
substantial and detrimental, so instead of removing the 
subsidy all at once it is suggested that it is reduced 
incrementally over four years. 

 This incremental reduction would allow the Council to 
monitor the impact of the smaller reduction and mitigate 
against future reductions. It would also lessen the impact 
on providers. 
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Individual feedback 

All comment themes covered by two or more people are included in this report. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 

About the respondents and feedback 

Number of respondents: 21 

When it was received: May: 1 

June: 16 

July: 4 

Aug: 0 

How it was received:  Email: 17 

Phone: 4 

Who it was from:  Client: 6 

Family/friend: 4 

Member of public: 8 

Worker: 2 

Other: 1 

Key themes  

Most respondents (17 people) gave their views on the proposal, with the following totals: 

 3 agree with the proposal  

 9 disagree with proposal 

 5 have mixed views   
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The main themes that came up in the comments were:  

Themes Total 
respondents 

They are concerned about the negative impact on them or their family 
member and older, vulnerable and/or disabled people living in the county 

11 

It would impact on people’s health and wellbeing if the subsidy stopped 
and people couldn’t afford to pay themselves  

8 

Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely 6 

Suggestion about the subsidy or other ways of making savings 6 

Other comment 3 

People should pay for their own food 2 

ASC should prioritise other spending; for example, on personal care 2 

People would be unable to afford the meals without the subsidy 2 

Sample quotes 

 “Another cut in the services to the vulnerable. I oppose such a cut.” 

 “I think stopping the subsidy would be a good move, as it isn’t means tested, and 
seems a lot of money for a meal in the first place.” 

 “I realise that difficult decisions have to be made but if an older person was to lose 
some £28 a week (the subsidy for 7 meals a week) and they just receive the state 
pension of £168.60 then this seems like a significant dent when their income is 
already low.” 

 “Her meals are a lifeline and our only way of knowing she will get a hot meal each 
day… It is not just a hot meal she would miss but she simply forgets to eat, when 
the carer comes in the afternoons she makes her a sandwich, cuppa soup, etc, but 
she is not available earlier in the day most days.” 

 “[T]his specific targeting of and discrimination against the most elderly and 
vulnerable in the community is utterly disgraceful and you should be ashamed for 
even contemplating it. In my mother’s case she has a number of personal issues - 
mainly Alzheimer’s and has very limited mobility - and is not capable of making a 
meal herself. She tries to be independent and no further burden on the authorities, 
but is reliant on this service to have one cooked meal a day.” 
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Appendix 7: Suggestions across all feedback 

Top themes 

The top themes for suggestions covered across all the response methods were:  

 Make it means tested instead of stopping it completely (85 comments). 

 The Council should make savings in another way in ASC or in another department 
instead (26). 

 Access to the subsidy should be based on need; for example, individual need, age, 
ability to cook, risk or isolation (22).  

 Rather than making savings in this way, look at reducing the amount paid to 
councillors/senior staff or freeze pay increases for all staff (13). 

 Rather than stopping the subsidy, they suggest lowering it (7). 

 Means testing could be expensive to administer (6).  

 Criteria and not a suggestion in terms of the proposal (6). 

 Phase the reduction of the subsidy (5). 

 Have a leaflet with details of local meals service providers that can be posted out to 
people (3).  

 The charity sector could help people who can't afford to pay the full cost (3). 

 Encourage care homes and pub/restaurant kitchens to provide meals services (2). 

 Lobby the government for more funding for adult social care (2). 

 Only offer to people on low income/disability benefit/pension credit (2). 

 Providers could offer deals on the food and/or free delivery (2). 

 A cheaper provider could be used (2).  

 Offer support to help people maximise their benefits (2).  

 Make sure future access to meals services is flexible in cases of urgent need etc 
(2). 

The lists below are organised by topic and cover suggestions made by one person.  

Suggestions about how the subsidy operates:  

 Only offer the subsidy to people aged 
over 75 years old. 

 Review how people on low income 
spend their money before providing the 
subsidy. 

 Make it easier to move between 
providers. 

 Review the profits being made by 
providers. 

 Ask people to volunteer to pay towards 
the cost. 

 Do robust risk assessments to identify 
the need for the subsidy/service. 

 Only offer the subsidy on weekdays.  Only offer to people who live on their 
own. 
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Suggestions about other ways of changing the subsidy:  

 Look at banding the subsidy based on 
income.  

 Stop offering the subsidy to new clients.  

 Provide meals in day centres instead as 
this would be cheaper and would allow 
attendees to meet people. 

 Incrementally reduce the subsidy over 
four years. 

Suggestions about other ways of making savings  

 Make savings by combining services 
with other local authorities.  

 Reduce everyone's social care funding 
by a little bit instead. 

 Cut free school meals for rich parents 
instead. 

 Reduce the number of employees at the 
Council. 

 Find more cost effective providers rather 
than stopping the subsidy. 

 

Suggestions about how people could be supported if it went ahead:  

 Offer people cooking lessons.  Signpost people to cooking classes. 

 Help people with budgeting so they can 
afford to pay for their meals. 

 Offer vouchers to help people with the 
cost of meals.  

 Purchase microwaves to support people 
using alternative services. 

 Make sure information is available for 
staff and clients about nutrition. 

 People’s families could help more with 
cooking. 

. 

Suggestions about alternative ways of supporting people: 

 Encourage community groups and 
Churches to run lunch clubs. 

 Offer food vouchers/parcels for urgent 
situations. 

 Pay care workers a reduced rate for food 
preparation. 

 Work with local supermarkets and 
communities. 

 Offer the subsidy as a short-term option 
for people who are recovering from a 
hospital visit or illness.  

 Offer telecheck welfare checks as an 
alternative to the safe and well check 
that meals services can provide. 

 Offer meals-based reablement.   
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Appendix 8: Lunch club feedback 

Two lunch clubs also receive the subsidy. The feedback in this section covers the 
responses received from attending one lunch club to tell them about the consultation and 
through our consultation website. 

All comment themes covered by two or more people are included in this report. The raw 
responses received in the consultation will be made available to Councillors in Members 
Papers. 

Organisation and group responses  

We received responses from the following organisations and groups: 

 The chairman of Robertsbridge Lunch Club (RLC).  

Organisation 
or group 

Date 
received 

Summary 

RLC chairman 21 July  The club provides social engagement and ensures 
people get a good meal when they attend. 

 He is concerned that people would be unable or 
unwilling to pay more to attend the lunch club. 

 Loss of members would make the club less viable and 
could prove fatal to its ability to keep running. 

 The loss of the club would be disastrous for the 
community, as it needs more options for social 
engagement for older people and not fewer. 

Robertsbridge Lunch Club survey responses 

We attended the lunch club on 10 June 2019. The attendees were told about the proposal 
and given the opportunity to complete a survey at the club or post it to us afterwards. We 
received 7 completed surveys.  

How long have you been going to the lunch club? 

 Total 
respondents 

Less than a year 2 

2 to 3 years 0 

4 to 5 years 0 

6 to 7 years 1 

More than 8 years 4 
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How likely would you be to attend the lunch club if you had to pay the full cost of 
your meals?  

 Total 
respondents 

Very likely 0 

Likely 1 

Neither likely nor unlikely 0 

Unlikely 2 

Very unlikely  4 

We asked people to tell us why they answered as they did. Of the people who said they 
would be unlikely or very unlikely to attend the main reason was the expense (3 
comments), although one person said they didn’t like the meals.  

What would you be concerned about if the proposal went ahead?  

The main themes mentioned by more than one person were:  

 They would miss the social aspect (3 comments). 

 The club could be forced to close (2). 

 They would eat their main meal at a different time (2). 

How would you or someone you care for be affected by the proposal?  

The main themes mentioned by more than one person were:  

 They would miss the social aspect (4 comments). 

 They wouldn’t get the benefits of the mental stimulation and physical exercise (2).  

Other survey responses about lunch clubs 

There were 5 responses received through our website which mentioned the lunch clubs 
that we subsidise. One person completed the survey for people who receive the subsidy 
and the rest completed the survey for the public. This section provides a breakdown of 
these results. The responses are also included in the overall results for the relevant 
surveys. 

Are you completing the survey as:  

 Member of the public (2) 

 District Councillor (2) 

 Someone who receives the meals subsidy (1) 

How likely would you be to continue using the service if you had to pay the full cost 
of your meals? 

The respondent who completed the survey that included this question, said they would be 
‘very unlikely’ to continue attending the lunch club.  
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How much do you agree or disagree that it is reasonable to ask people to pay the 
full cost of their meals? 

 Strongly agree (0) 

 Agree (0) 

 Neither agree nor disagree (1) 

 Disagree (3) 

 Strongly disagree (1) 

Please explain why you agree or disagree:  

Top theme: The meals are too expensive and people wouldn’t be able to afford to pay the 
full cost (3 comments).  

The other key theme mentioned by more than one person was: 

 Stopping the subsidy could impact on people’s health, resulting in an increase in 
pressure on NHS services  (2). 

How would you be affected by the proposal?  

Most of the respondents aren’t personally affected by the proposals, but they are 
concerned about the impact on their local area.  

Top theme: The removal of the subsidy would mean the lunch club has to close and 
people would lose the benefits it offers (3 comments).  

The other key themes mentioned by more than one person were: 

 Closure of the lunch club would leave rural residents facing greater isolation and 
remove an opportunity for social contact (2). 

 The proposal would impact most on certain groups of people, such as older people, 
those with a disability or people living in a rural area (2).  

Do you have any other comments or suggestions about the proposal?  

Top themes: If removal of the subsidy leads to closure of the clubs or people not 
attending it would affect their access to nutritious hot meals (2 comments); and could lead 
to illness and more hospital attendances (2).  

Sample quotes 

 “I attend a Monday Lunch Club which would fold if this subsidy is withdrawn.” 

 “I am really concerned about groups such as lunch clubs, which could not sustain 
any increased cost for users. It doesn’t take much thought to understand the value 
of these clubs or the challenge of raising funds. There is recently a study which 
shows how a hot meal daily correlates with keeping elderly out of hospital.” 

 "[I]f your subsidy is cut in my village, it would mean that Age UK would not continue 
and there would be a group of rural residents facing greater isolation… A recent 
study showed that a hot meal decreases the risk of hospitalisation.” 

 "This is for the participants the only social event of the week and especially in rural 
areas loneliness and lack of social contact is increasing. We also know how much 
such interaction supports mental and physical health." 


