APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

Early Help Remodelling

Consultation Analysis

Date: January 2017

1. Introduction

Consultation approach

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

The Education and Children’s service undertook a 12 week public consultation, from the 6 September to the 6 December 2016, on its proposals to
remodel early help services and adventure play. This report presents the results of the consultation analysis to aid decision making and is therefore
a detailed analysis. We have also produced a summary report, which will be published following the Executive’s consideration of consultation
feedback and the final service proposals, (expected to take place March 2016).

In undertaking the consultation we took advice from the council’s communication, legal and equality services and feedback is that the consultation
process meets the local authority’s statutory duties set out in the Childcare Act 2006 and revised Best Value Guidance. The consultation contained
26 questions overall, 22 of which presented proposals that were specifically for the public/service users. Three questions presented proposals that
were for stakeholders only as they concerned functions that support front line early help services and are not directly used by the general public, (e.qg.
parents or children). One further question was provided to allow people to make any other comments.

We developed a communication plan with the aim of identifying and reaching key groups who could be impacted by the proposals and may have
wanted to take part in the consultation. The communication plan included council members, council staff, key partner organisations (e.g. partners
based in the children centres, Children’s Trust, Leicester City Children’s Improvement Board, Leicester Education Strategic Partnership, Schools
Forum, Early Help Locality Partnerships, Leicester Safeguarding Children’s Board and key parent and child service user groups).

We provided three main ways for people to take part in the consultation:

1.4.1. Online — for everyone (service users, staff and stakeholders)

1.4.2. Paper questionnaire — for service users only

1.4.3. Focus Group Toolkit — for everyone (service users, staff and stakeholders).

To allow for a wider reach, we also included comments submitted by email, letters and social media (e.g. Facebook).
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1.6. Focus groups included: work with 23 parent forums in each of the 23 ‘Children, Young People and Family Centres’; children and young people (e.g.
Young People’s Council, Children’s Council and young people participation groups); and stakeholders (e.g. Early Help Locality Partnerships).

1.7. The consultation focused on one proposal for each of the commissioned services' but made a range of proposals for the services delivered from
the councils early help service.

There are a number of reasons for this difference in number and approach. First, the council is not responsible for the aims and objectives, or the
delivery arrangements, of the adventure play providers, so we can only make commissioning and funding proposals here. Secondly, in relation to
the other commissioned services, the proposal was to either end or continue commissioning/funding arrangements and this could be set out in one
proposal per service. By contrast, the early help services are directly provided or delivered by the council through the Children, Young People and
Families (CYP&F) centres and we are therefore required, for clarity and to meet our statutory duty to provide a fair and transparent consultation, to
set out our proposals in line with the range of services accessed by parents and children through the centres.

How we analysed the data

1.8. The analysis was undertaken in Excel and was split into two parts: analysis of a’ tick box option’ and analysis of the written statements made by
respondents.

1.9. In the first part, the ‘tick box option’, we asked respondents to tell us how they felt each proposal would affect them — e.g. negatively, positively, no
affect, not applicable. We counted the number of responses to each and the results are presented in the following sections, cross referenced by
respondent type, (e.g. parent, young person, member of staff etc.).

1.10.For the second part, we read all the written statements made in response to each proposal and identified a range of key messages. We also
identified that these key messages fell into four key themes:

a. Comments about the services, proposals and consultation — e.g. supportive of the proposal, not supportive of the proposal, identification
of how children, young people and parents benefit from a service. When highlighting key benefits, respondents may have implied that these
benefits may be lost as a result of the proposal, where the proposal was to reduce or end something. A number of comments were made
about the consultation process, which will be included in a lessons learned log.

b. Suggested potential impacts (of the proposals) — e.g. impact on children with additional needs, impact on early prevention. In contrast to
respondents who highlighted a benefit of a service, some respondents chose to focus on impacts (e.g. what may be lost) as a result of a
proposal.

c. Suggestions concerning the services and proposals — e.g. prepared to pay more council tax, alternative proposals

! e.g. Adventure Play Providers, Bookstart, Welfare Rights, Workforce Development, Parenting Programmes. The Adventure Play Providers were treated as a group. Commissioned services
here means services delivered through grant funding arrangements, service level agreements and service contracts.
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d. Questions — things that people are unclear about. Questions will be responded to in a FAQ document and posted on Citizen Space, and will
inform future communication plans.

1.11.1t should be noted that the 1,224 people taking part in the consultation did not answer all 26 questions. Some took part in the ‘tick box option’ only,
some provided a written response only and some did both.

1.12.The results of the analysis were considered by the project lead and a council response is presented for each proposal below for consideration and
endorsement by the Executive.

Report layout
1.13. The council’s proposed responses to consultation feedback are presented for each service proposal against the four key themes set out in 1.7
above.

1.14. The consultation analysis is presented in the following sections, which include:
a) Section 1 (this section) — introduction and summary, (page 3 to 5).
b) Section 2 — summary of who took part in the consultation and how they took part, (page 6 to 8).
c) Section 3 to section 27 — analysis of consultation responses for the 26 questions/proposals, including ‘any other comments’, (page 9 to 68)
d) Section 28 — appendix 1 (Equality monitoring, page 69 to 74).

Summary analysis
1.15. Intotal, 1,224 people took part in the consultation:
a) 640 people (52%) took part in the consultation through focus groups, 374 (31%) took part on line and 210 (17%) took part through a paper
booklet.
b) Parents/carers were the largest group to take part in the consultation (452/1224, 37%), followed by referral agencies/organisations (375/1224,
31%) and children and young people aged 19 or under (138/1224, 11%). The remaining 21% were made up of other respondent types. For
further details of who and how people took part in the consultation please refer to section 2 below.

1.16. Ethnic monitoring of the responses to the consultation is presented in appendix 1. In summary, 46% of respondents who took part in the
consultation online and through the paper booklet were white British, followed by 15% who were Indian (Asian or Asian British). For the focus
group consultation, 73% did not provide any ethnic monitoring data. Of the 27% that did provide data: 10% reported an ethnic category of White
British, followed by 9% Indian. The majority of respondents were female (63% online/paper booklet). Eight percent of respondents who took part
in the consultation online and through the paper booklet reported a disability, whereas 3% taking part in the focus groups reported a disability.
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1.17. The council also received a petition that met the threshold for a debate at full council, i.e. greater 1,500 signatures. This was submitted by Playfair
on 9 November 2016. The petition asked the council to withdraw the proposed cuts affecting 9 of the 10 adventure play providers represented by
Playfair.

1.18. For 15 of the 25 proposals we asked respondents to tell us how the proposal would affect them and provided a tick box option for them to do this
(e.g. it will affect us negatively/positively/not at all). A summary of majority answers is provided below:

Consultation response Proposals
For 5 proposals a majority of both the public and e Adventure Play e Stay and Play
stakeholders were in agreement that the proposal e Children Centres e Welfare Rights
would negatively affect me/us/my clients. e Bookstart
For one proposal a majority of stakeholders were e Early Help Response — only stakeholders were presented with this proposal for comment
in agreement that the proposal would negatively (because it is a function that involves stakeholders to support front line delivery with service
affect me/my clients users.
For 8 of the proposals members of the public said e Cluster Advice Points e Parenting Groups and Créche
the proposal ‘would not affect me/us’ but e Early Years Learning and e School Holiday Events
stakeholders responded to say the proposal Development e Toy and Book Library
would negatively affect ‘me/my clients’ e Family Support Service ¢ Volunteering, Employment, Education and
e Home Learning Service Training
For one proposal both the public and stakeholders e Weekly Parent Engagement.
said the proposal ‘would not affect
me/us/clients’.
For 11 proposals, respondents were not provided e Adult and family learning and e Health child programme
with a tick box response, because the proposals créche e Parenting programmes
were for no change e Antenatal courses e Targeted services
e Children centre teachers e Interface with social care
e Domestic violence groups and e Partnership and workforce development
creche
e Family support service (traded with
schools)

1.19. For a summary of the comments made by respondents, please refer to the following sections were we present our analysis of comments under
the relevant proposal. We analysed the comments and grouped them into ‘comments about the service/proposal’ (1,428 comments), ‘suggested
potential impacts of the proposal’ (1,516), ‘suggestions concerning the service/proposals’ (519) and questions (298).



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

The council’s response to consultation feedback — at a glance

1.20. The following sections of this report present the council’s proposed responses to consultation feedback. The council’s responses set out in this
report are presented as proposals because the Executive has yet to consider and endorse them.

1.21. The table below provides a list of the initial proposals that featured in the consultation and highlights if consideration of consultation feedback has led
the council to propose a change to the initial proposal. The council is proposing to update 12 of the 25 initial proposals that featured in the

consultation.

Table 1: List of initial proposals that featured in the consultation and the council’s proposed responses to consultation feedback

Q Proposal name (I:Drl]c;rc]:gg.:,édﬁ]r:tifi?i:prcr%r‘;sé’uslg?;lc();;()aedback ezl & Where to find full details in this report.
1 Adventure Play Yes See page 11
2 Children Centres No | See page 15
3 Adult and family learning and créche No | See page 16
4 Antenatal courses No | See page 17
5 Bookstart Yes See page 20
6 Children centre teachers Yes See page 22
7 Cluster advice points No | See page 25
8 Domestic violence groups and créche No | See page 26
9 Early years, learning and development Yes See page 29
10 Family support service No | See page 32
11 Family support service (traded with schools) Yes See page 34
12 Health child programme No | See page 35
13 Home learning service No | See page 38
14 Parenting groups and créche No | See page 41
15 Parenting programmes Yes See page 42
16 School holiday events Yes See page 45
17 Stay and Play Yes See page 48
18 Targeted services No | See page 50
19 Toy and book library No | See page 53
20 Volunteering, employment, education and training Yes See page 56
21 Weekly parent engagement Yes See page 59
22 Welfare rights Yes See page 62
23 Early help response No | See page 64
24 Interface with social care Yes See page 66
25 Partnership (multi-agency) and workforce No | See page 67
development
26 Any other comment Not applicable/points considered elsewhere. See page 68
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2. Summary of who took part in the consultation and how they took part

Table 2: How did people take part in the consultation?

Type of response

How many responses were submitted?

Comment

Online questionnaires

374 online questionnaires

Completed by service users and stakeholders

Paper booklet questionnaires

210 paper booklet questionnaires

Completed by service users only

Focus group toolkit questionnaires

62 focus group toolkit questionnaires

Completed by service users and stakeholders. More than
one person took part in each focus group.

Total

646 individual and group responses

Table 3: How many people responded, by respondent type

Paper booklet

Focus group toolkit

Respondent type Online questionnaire questionnaire questionnaires (more than Total
one person per group)
member of public / service user 231 210 276 717 (59%)
memb_er (_)f staff / service provider / partner 143 n/a 364 507 (41%)
organisation / referral agency
Total 374 (31%) 210 (17%) 640 (52%) 1224 (100%)
Table 4: Who responded and how many, (members of public/service user)
Respondent type (public) Or_1|ine _ Paper.bookllet Focus group t_oolkit Total
guestionnaire guestionnaire questionnaires
A young person aged 19 or under 45 8 85 138 (19%)
A parent or carer of a child / young person aged 0-19 141 128 177 446 (62%)
A parent or carer of a child / young person aged 0-19 & pregnant 4 2 n/a 6 (1%)
A Leicester resident 35 35 14 84 (12%)
An individual who hires space in a children’s centre (public) 2 0 n/a 2 (0.5%)
Other 3 1 n/a 4 (1%)
Not selected (+1) 1 36 n/a 37 (5%)
Total 231 (32%) 210 (29%) 276 (38%) 717 (100%)
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Table 5: Who responded and how many, (stakeholders)

Paper booklet
guestionnaire

Focus group toolkit
questionnaires

Total

Online
Respondent type (stakeholder) questionnaire
A member of staff (LCC or other) 99
A service provider / partner organisation 18
An organisation that delivers services from a children’s centre 9
A referral agency / organisation 6
A referral agency / organisation & An organisation that delivers 3
services from a children’s centre
A referral agency / organisation & An organisation that delivers
services from a children’s centre & An individual or organisation that 2
hires space in a children’s centre
An individual or organisation that hires space in a children’s centre 2
Other 3
Not selected 1

Completed by
service users only

n/a 99 (20%)
n/a 18 (4%)
n/a 9 (2%)
255 261 (51%)
109 112 (22%)
n/a 2 (0.5%)
n/a 2 (0.5%)
3 (1%)

1 (0.5%)

Total

143 (28%)

364 (72%)

507 (100%)

2.1. A guide has been produced to aid the reading of the tables in the following sections that set out how members of the public/stakeholders
responded to the proposals, for example table 6, page 9 and table 7, page 10.
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Table guide

Follow the numbers to find out how to read the tables: how members of the public (or stakeholders) responded to the consultation (table 6 page 9
used here as an example).

1 2 3

N

¢ Respondents were asked how the proposal would affect them and we provided them
with a ‘tick box’ option that included five responses.

e The public were given the
following options below to tell us
who they were.

e Respondents were also given two free text boxes — one to tell us how the proposed
change would affect them and the second for any other comments. This information is
not shown here. Note that people taking part in focus groups were not given a ‘tick box’

o Some people did not select a option to complete because they provided a group response. e 349 (79%) of the 441 members of the public that took
respondent type (‘not selected’) part in the consultation online and through the paper
but still took part in the booklet responded to the Adventure Play proposal.
consultation — however they had
to tell us if they were a member
of the public or a stakeholder.

e Some people completed the tick box option only, some completed the tick box option
and the free text boxes and some completed the free text boxes only. Those that
completed the free text boxes only are highlighted below in the statement only column

(see ().

e We can see, by way of an example, that 215/349 members of the public taking part in
the consultation online and through the paper booklets (62%) said the adventure play
proposal would affect them in a negative way.

(2) 1t will . (4) It won’t *)
. . )1 ez affect me/us (€ vl _affect affect me / (5).N°t Statement Response rate
Respondent type (public) online no ] : me/us in a applicable Numbers of responses -
L in a negative s us only (online/paper booklet)
opinion positive way
way

A Leicester resident 1 29 0 11 8 10 59 (17%)
A parent or carer of a child / 0
young person aged 0-19 6 109 ! 46 17 13 192 (55%) 79%
A parent or carer of a child /
young person aged 0-19 & 0 4 0 1 0 0 5(1%) | 349 of the 441 members of
pregnant the public taking part in
A young person aged 19 or under 0 46 1 2 1 1 51 (15%) | the consultation online

— : : and through the paper
An_ |nd|v,|dual who h|re§ space in a 0 > 0 0 0 0 2 (1%) | booklet responded to this
children’s centre (public) proposal.
Other 0 3 0 0 0 1 4 (1%)
Not selected 2 22 2 2 0 8 36 (10%)
Total 9 (3%) 215 (62%) 4 (1%) 62 (18%) 26 (7%) 33 (9%) 349 (100%)
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3. Question 1 - Adventure playgrounds

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e There are currently ten adventure playgrounds that provide .
a range of indoor and outdoor supervised play activities for
childrenaged 5-—15. .

e These are run by different service providers who in total
receive a £1.1 million grant from the councileachyear.

A gradual reduction in the grant, starting in spring 2017, leading to an
eventual reduction of 50% (£550,000) by 2020.
The council will work with adventure play providers to determine initial
and eventual reductionlevels, help them source alternative funding,

expand their currentrange of services and provide volunteers with new

skills training.

The transfer of buildings to adventure playgrounds’ ownership is
also being considered.

Consultation responses (Adventure play)

Table 6: How members of the public responded to the adventure play proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect It will affect

Respondentype Guic anine | P10 | mewsina | mesia | Mvertafect | Mot | swlement | mbesof | Responerate
P negative way positive way PP y P pap

A Leicester resident 1 29 11 8 1 59 (17%)

A parent or carer of a child / young 6 19 1 46 17 13 192 (55%) 79%

person aged 0-19

A parent or carer of a child / young 4 1 5 (1%) 349 of the 441 members

person aged 0-19 & pregnant of the public taking part

A young person aged 19 or under 46 1 2 1 1 51 (15%) | in the consultation online
— - - and through the paper

An individual who hires space in a 0

children’s centre (public) 2 2 (1%) booklet responded to

this proposal.

Other 3 1 4 (1%)

Not selected 2 22 2 2 8 36 (10%)

Total 9 (3%) 215 (62%) 4 (1%) 62 (18%) 26 (7%) 33 (9%) | 349 (100%)
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Table 7: How stakeholders responded to the adventure play proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect , .
Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_vz_e no melthem in a me/them in a It won’t _affect Not Statement | Numbers of Response rate (online
opinion . I, me/my client(s) applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way
A member of staff (LCC or other) 68 5 9 7 4 98 (70%)
A referral agency / organisation 4 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services from a 3 3 (2%)
children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An
organisation that delivers services from a 98%
children’s centre & An individual or 2 2 (1%)
organisation that hires space in a 140 of the 143
chlldre.n S centre — stakeholders taking part in
A service provider / partner organisation 15 1 1 1 18 (13%) the consultation online
An individual or organisation that hires responded to this proposal.
) . . 1 1 (1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 0
from a children’s centre L ! L 2 (849
Other 2 1 3 (2%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 7 (5%) 103 (74%) 5 (4%) 11 (8%) 9 (6%) 5 (5%) 140 (100%)

Table 8: How members of the public responded to the adventure play proposal, by adventure playground most frequently visited (Online/paper

booklet)
Response online -
o
Q ) % 2 c T c
o 5 = = = 2 = 2 5 a4 Zes _
© Z = © S o 2 = S o o023 S
=) c i) = IS o = = o’ S . =
2 5 ) = 2 2 £ < iz o 3 E S =
m © ) = o [) o - < 8 =3
= T S pd b4 n = = w2
=
| have no opinion 2 1 6 9 (2%)
It will affect me/us in a negative way 5 11 43 39 14 27 7 1 28 4 215 (49%)
It will affect me/us in a positive way 3 1 4 (1%)
It won't affect me/us 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 5 62 (14%)
Not applicable 1 1 24 26 (6%)
Statement only 1 1 5 2 15 33 (7%)
Not answered 5 1 2 13 4 67 92 (21%)
Total 13 (3%) | 15 (3%) 64 (15%) 52 (12%) 2(0%) | 29 (7%) | 13 (3%) 1 (0%) 3(1%) | 29 (7%) 202 (46%) 441
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Table 9: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of )
Themes Key messages (Adventure Play) Council's response
statements
Service information: e.g. service is frequently used and popular, other funding streams are 11 Feedback
reducing, service should be viewed as an asset. a) All comments have been considered and noted.
Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. statements such as 'please do not cut the service, 14|b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
concerned about cuts to those in need, service provision is already not sufficient. scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Service user benefits: e.g. children make new friends and learn new skills, play is 2120 A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Comments about the |IMPOrtant, service provides more than just play. d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
service, proposals and Supportive of the proposal: e.g. understand the need to make cuts locally, following central 18|communication strategy.
consultation government cuts. e) Of the 88 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 35 could not be implemented because they
Provides a safe place to play and keeps children occupied 185|would not be cost effective; 45 are already a feature of the proposed service offer; and 8 cannot be
implemented by the early help service and will be forwarded to the appropriate service provider for their
Comments about staff providing an excellent service 35|attention. A proposal was received from one provider of AP which is specific to their provision and will be
considered.
Comments about the consultation: e.g. involve service users directly. 12|Comments on service suggestions
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 1) Service suggestions will be forwarded to the Adventure Play (AP) providers for information and
needs, low income families. 273|consideration. These providers are independent of the council and are responsible for their business and
operational delivery. The council provides a grant to AP's to support the delivery of services but has no
Impact on staff: e.g. Job losses 27)influence on the service.
2) Maintaining the level of funding or reducing further services within the council's early help service to fund
Impact on the community: e.g. increase in anti social behaviour, social cohesion S . . . . . .
Suggested potential more AP provision is not an option as it would not be achieve the savings required or meet service user
impacts (of the Impact on service provision: e.g. service may close if the proposal is implemented, demands or the council's statutory requirements.
proposals) opportunities for play will be reduced, service quality may be affected. 217
A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
Impact on access to adventure play if some centres close: e.g. travel options, cost 28|1) Adventure Playgrounds may not be able to continue in their current format with reduced revenue funding

Impact on partners: e.g. police, schools and children centres

1 2) The Council’s Service Analysis Team will undertake a comprehensive assessment of the effectiveness of the

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery (feedback to the providers of adventure play): e.g.
expand range of services, evaluate effectiveness of the service, join up work with other
services.

o

Suggestions concerning service delivery, (feedback for the council): e.g. more money not
less, commission services differently (bring services in-house for the council to deliver,

80
divert funding from other council services, increase council tax, children should be involved
in decision making, more activities for disabled children).
Questions Various questions 14

from the council. Further analysis to be undertaken, no reduction in grant funding at this time.

use of the grant, which may inform future funding.

3) Development of strategic Play Commission will invest in embedding good principles for play across all
services operating throughout the city.

4) Play Development Officer role will continue to provided dedicated support for AP’s to develop a sustainable
business model with income generation and good quality practice.

5) Explore opportunities to develop Community Asset Transfer and long term lease arrangements for land and
buildings occupied by the AP’s.

11
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4. Question 2 - Children Centres

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation for consultation

across Leicester.

week.

e There are currently 23 Children, Young People and
Family Centres (also known as children’s centres)

e They are located in six different ‘cluster areas’,
though people can access services at any of the
centres, regardless of where they live in the city.

¢ Eachcentre has different opening hours, offering
a number of different services/activities each

e Twelve of the centres will continue to provide council-run services(suchas

healthvisiting, school nursing services, etc).

e Six main centres will offer the full range of early childhood services and family
support, Monday to Friday, 8.30am - 5pm, and six satellite centres will offer a

limited range of services, depending on need.

e External organisations will be charged a fee for using the centres, though
community groups will still be able to deliver services from centres at no cost.

¢ We will look at different options for the remaining 11 centres, including the
possibility of transferring them to external organisations who deliver childhood
services (such as childcare providers).

Consultation responses (Children Centres)
Table 10: How members of the public responded to the children centre proposal (online and paper booklet)

. . I have no Il af_fect I el af.feCt It won’t affect Not Statement | Numbers of Response rate
Respondent type (public) online ol me/us in a me/us in a : ;
opinion . L me / us applicable only responses (online/paper booklet)
negative way positive way

a Leicester resident 2 27 1 8 2 1 41 (20%)
a parent or carer of a child / young person 1 19 3 7 3 | 150 (72.5%) 47%
aged 0-19 e
a parent or carer of a child / young person 2 2 4 (2%) 207 of the 441 members
aged 0-19 & pregnant of the public taking part in
a young person aged 19 or under 1 4 1 6 (3%) the consultation online
An_ individual who hireg space in a 2 2 (1%) bggﬂet?;ggggrfgg dpi)p?r:is
children’s centre (public) roposal
Other 1 2 3 (1%) prop .
Not selected 1 1 (0.5%)

ota () () () () () () ()
Total 4 (2% 143 (69% 1 (0% 45 (22% 10 (5% 4 (2% 207 (100%

12
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Table 11: How stakeholders responded to the children centre proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect ) .
Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_V(_e no me/them in a me/them in a It won’t _affect l\_lot Statement Numbers of | Response rate (online
opinion . I, me/my client(s) | applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way

A member of staff (LCC or other) 4 72 4 5 5 2 92 (70%)
A referral agency / organisation 4 1 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 2 1
organisation that delivers services from a 3 (2%)
children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1
organisation that delivers services from a 92%
children’s centre & An individual or 2 (2%)
organisation that hires space in a children’s 131 of the 143
centre stakeholders taking
A service provider / partner organisation 1 2 2 1 14 (11%) partin the

R A ; Itation online
An individual or organisation that hires o consu :
space in a children’s centre 1 &) responded t? this
An organisation that delivers services from 8 proposal.

. ; 8 (6%)
a children’s centre
Other 1 1 1 3 (2%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 5 (4%) 99 (76%) 6 (5%) 9 (7%) 8 (6%) 4 (3%) 131 (100%)

Table 12: How members of the public responded to the children centre proposal, by children centre most frequently visited (Online/paper booklet)

Cluster
Statement Central East North | North West West South information not Total
available

I have no opinion 2 1 2 5 (1%)
It will af_fect me/us in 5 27 9 34 39 19 10 143 (32%)
a negative way

It wHI_affect me/us in 1 1 (0.5%)
a positive way

It won’t affect me / us 4 4 2 4 26 45 (10%)
Not applicable 1 8 10 (2%)
Statement only 1 2 3 (1%)
Not answered 38 7 20 12 5 9 143 234 (53%)
Total 43 (10%) | 41 (9%) | 33 (7%) 52 (12%) | 51 (12%) 32 (7%) 189 (43%) 441 (100%)
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Table 13: How respondents usually travel to the children centre (public only)

Travel type Central East North North West South West CIuitoeirei“r/l;(i)I;rglaetion Total
Walk 23 16 16 24 17 28 10 134 (30%)
Car 12 9 13 61 (14%)
Walk, car 7 1 1 35 (8%)
Walk, bus 1 16 (4%)
Bus 3 1 1 3 2 10 (2%)
Car, mobility 1 1 1 1 4 (1%)
Walk, bus, car 1 2 1 4 (1%)
Bus, car 1 1 2 (0.5%)
Motorcycle 1 1 (0.5%)
Walk and cycle 1 1 (0.5%)
Walk, bus, cycle 1 1 (0.5%)
Walk, car, cycle 1 1 (0.5%)
Walk, car, taxi, cycle 1 1 (0.5%)
Not answered 1 1 3 165 170 (39%)
Total 43 (10%) | 40 (9%) | 33 (7%) 52 (12%) 32 (7%) 51 (12%) 190 (43%) 441 (100)
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Table 14: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

- TP Numbers of -
Themes Key messages (Children Centre Buildings) Council's response
statements
Service user benefits: e.g. benefits children, parents, new arrivals, additional needs. 178|Feedback
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. makes sense to concentrate resources, 12 centres will be 21/3) All comments have been considered and noted.
Comments aboutthe oo mf"“ageab'.e' : — b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
- Service |nfon:mat|on: e.g. serV|c.e users struggle to under‘stand opening times. — 1fscrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
consultation Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. statements such as ‘please do not cut the service', 47|¢) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
concerned about cuts to those in need, service provision is already not sufficient. d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal and 11|communication strategy.
how the council determined which centres should be proposed for alternative uses. e) Of the 56 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 5 could not be implemented because they
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, vulnerable families, carers, children with 193|would not be cost effective; 2 would not be viable/practicable to implement; and 49 are already a feature of
additional needs/disabilities, low income families, working parents. the proposed service offer.
Impact on access to children centres/early help: e.g. service users may struggle to travel to 180 Comments on service suggestions
e 12 children centres proposed to remain open, services may become over subscribe rom the respondents asked how they travel to centres, 30% solely walk to centres. Mapping work was
the 12 child t dt i i b bscribed 1)F the 441 dents asked how they t It tres, 30% solel Ikt t Mappi k
Suggested potential - — undertaken to inform the proposals for which centres were the most utilised. Reviewing updated data, this
. Impact on partners: e.g. not enough space for co-location, nursery provision may close or )
impacts (of the ) . . R . 25|has not changed. There will be 2 centres open all weekdays per cluster.
struggle to relocate, other services may see an increase in demand for their services. o . . . . L .
proposals) - - 2)Opportunities will be explored with interested parties who have similar objectives for the delivery of
Impact on the local community: e.g. local businesses near to centres proposed for i K . o o X o
disposal/alternative uses 13|childhood services to take on ownership of the buildings the council will no longer be responsible for. This will
P - - — - - - be part of a separate programme of work alongside the service completing their transition to a new delivery
Impact on early intervention: e.g. families will not receive support early enough, leading to . i X " K X . .
. R . 12|model. In addition, we will negotiate opportunities where possible to deliver services from those buildings
an escalation of need before support is provided. . . . . .
and continue to seek to deliver services from other community venues that are accessible to the local
Impact on staff: e.g. Job losses 13 . . )
" " " - - - community e.g.) libraries
Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. work more closely with schools, deliver from 8 . i . i . .
> . ) . . 3) Co-location with the provider of Healthy Child Programme will be agreed to ensure there is a mixed model
variety of venues, allow some staff to work part time, increase council tax, divert money 27 of staff based from each centre
. from other service areas )
Suggestions 4) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
concerning the service review.
and proposal Suggestions concerning children centre building proposals: e.g. suggestions to re-look at 29
which buildings should remain. o el .
& No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 19
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5. Question 3 — Adult/Family learning, créeche (non-council provider)

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

Adult learning and family learning coursesdeliveredfrom
some children’s centres.
Three courses are available per week in each cluster.

Access to this service will not be affected as a result of the

proposed changes to the location and number of children centres
(see section 2 — Buildings).

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 15: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

) ; . Numbers of .
Themes Key messages (Adult and family learning, and créche) Council's response
statements

Comments about the |Service user benefits: e.g. supports key groups such as young and single mums 8|Feedback
service, proposals and [Supportive of the proposal: e.g.to retain the service, service reduces demand for other 38]a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation services. b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular

Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal and 5|scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

how the council determined which centres should be proposed for alternative uses. c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
:‘»uggested potential Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
impacts (of the access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. 36|communication strategy.
proposals) e) Of the 26 service suggestions submitted to the consultation; 9 could not be implemented because they
Suggestions Ser.vice'suggestions: e.g. cut the -f‘e_r"ice' i.”crease avai.lability, make évailable in more areas, 17|would not be cost effective; 1 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 12 are already a feature of the
concerning the service mamta.m.a dat.abase of opportunltles.to'a|d ref.errals, Increase counc.:|l tax. : proposed service offer; and 4 cannot be implemented by the early help service and will be forwarded to the
o1 e Commission differently: e.g. not a priority service, allow other providers to deliver (e.g. g|appropriate service provider for their attention.

NHS). Comments on service suggestions

1) Service suggestions will be forwarded to the Adult Learning service for information and consideration.

Questions Various questions 7|No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
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6. Question 4 — Antenatal courses (e.g. Bump to Baby)

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

A four-week course for expectant parents, delivered by the

council’s children centre service and the NHS (midwifery team).

Courses are run on a rota basis, with one course being available

in each cluster at any given time.

No change to this service

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 16: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of -
Themes Key messages (Antenatal courses) Council's response
statements
Comments aboutthe |supportive of the proposal: e.g. as it benefits expectant and new parents, and children. 94 Feedback
service, proposals and a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation Service user benefits: e.g. benefits expectant and new parents. Py b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
.Suggestedfpc:‘tentlal Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
|mpac‘tsl(o the access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. 13 d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
proposals) communication strategy.
Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. target the service at vulnerable users, deliver e) Of the 34 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 5 would not be viable/practicable to
at time suited to working parents, deliver from community venues/adventure play 30|implement; and 29 are already a feature of the proposed service offer.
buildings, deliver at weekends, advertise more. Comments on service suggestions
Suggestions 1) These courses are already delivered in partnership with early years and health professionals. Suggestions
concerning the service will be fed into the planning process regarding operating at different times to respond to demand and
and proposal Commission differently: e.g. not a priority service, allow other providers to deliver (e.g. delivering from other suitable venues.
NHS). 2) Promotional materials will be reviewed to ensure they are accessible and widely distributed.
No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 9
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7. Question 5 — Book Start (council run)

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

o Bookstart is for priority families with children aged 18 months .

- 2 years.

e The service encourages parents to use books and language
with their children, to help them develop a love of books and
reading. The service also provides book packs for children.

e Upto 72 sessions are delivered each year across Leicester.

The Bookstartservicewillend in Spring 2017, although advice and
information about how to access similar support will still be available
from children centres, voluntary organisations, libraries and the
online Family Information Directory families.leicester.qov.uk

Consultation responses (Bookstart)

Table 17: How members of the public responded to the book start proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect It will affect ,

Respondent type (public) online | ha_vg no melus in a melus in a It won’t affect Not Statement Numbers of _Response rate

opinion negative way positive way me / us applicable only responses (online/paper booklet)
a Leicester resident 4 17 8 4 3 36 (20%)
a parent or carer of a child / young person 11 53 61 4 4 133 (73%) 41%
aged 0-19
a parent or carer of a child / young person 3 1 4 (2%) 182 of the 441
aged 0-19 & pregnant members of the public
a young person aged 19 or under 1 3 4 (2%) taking part in the
An individual who hires space in a children’s 2 2 (1%) Co?ﬁghaéf?hgn;'gse?nd
centre (public
Other (B ) 0 booklet responded to

2 2 (1%) this proposal.

Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 15 (8%) 78 (43%) 0 (0%) 74 (41%) 8 (4%) 7 (4%) 182 (100%)
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Table 18: How stakeholders responded to the book start proposal (online)

| have It will affect It will affect It won’t affect :
Respondent type (stakeholder) no me/them in a me/them in a me/my a 'I\:g;ble Sta;?]rlnent I\rlggwl?)ir:ezf Respons(c)enrla;e (enlne
opinion | negative way positive way client(s) PP y P y
A member of staff (LCC or other) a7 1 20 2 3 82 (73%)
A referral agency / organisation 1 2 2 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services from a 1 1 (1%)
children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An organisation 79%
that delivers services from a children’s centre & 5 2 (2%)
An individual or organisation that hires space in 113 of the 143
a children’s centre stakeholders taking
A service provider / partner organisation 7 2 1 10 (9%) partinthe
An individual or organisation that hires space in consultation online
indiviaua’ or organisat Ires space 1 1 (1%) responded to this

a children’s centre proposal
An organisation that delivers services from a '

. \ 1 4 3 1 9 (8%)
children’s centre
Other 1 1 2 (2%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 11 (10%) 66 (58%) 1 (1%) 27 (24%) 4 (4%) 4 (4%) 113 (100%)
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Table 19: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. service needs to be available in local areas,
look at meeting this need differently, keep for first time parents.

Questions

Various questions

10

Themes Key messages (Bookstart) et Council's response
statements
Service user benefits: e.g. supports parents and children's development, route into other 53 Feedback
Comments about the services a) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and Supportive ‘_’f the proposal: e.g. other options are availak.)le to support read.ing. 27b)Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
consultation Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. statements such as 'its dangerous get rid of the aa|scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
service', 'a step backwards'. c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal. 7|d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, vulnerable families, carers, children with communication strategy.
additional needs/disabilities, low income families, working parents, English as an 122/¢) Of the 34 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 2 could not be implemented because they
additional language. would not be cost effective; and (31) are already a feature of the proposed service offer. One service
Impact on partners: e.g. not enough space for co-location, nursery provision may close or a|suggestion is recommended for consideration.
struggle to relocate, other s?rwces maY see an |ncrease.|n.demand forthe.lr.serwces. Comments on service suggestions
Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on . K . . L. L .
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. 8 el? Opportunlt.|es will be explored Wlt'h |nterestec'1 p'artles thf have similar ol:?JectNes'forthe deI|erry ?f
childhood services to take on ownership of the buildings we will no longer deliver services from. This will be
Suggested potential part of a separate programme of work alongside the service completing their transition. In addition, we will
impacts (of the negotiate opportunities where possible to deliver services from those buildings and continue to seek to
proposals) deliver services from other community venues that are accessible e.g.) libraries
e2) Discussions took place with the affected service area to understand more about the benefits of this
Impact on reading and school readiness. 25/service, the impact of proposed reductions and discuss alternative proposals. This resulted in an alternative
proposal which been accepted for recommendation as outlined below.
A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
The council will no longer fund this service.
However in the event that early help funding ceases, the affected service explored alternatives and secured
funding from the Schools Forum via the Dedicated Schools Grant (Early Years Block) until April 2018, therefore
there will be no change to this service delivery.
. The Bookstart service will continue to work closely with and operate from the Children, Young People and
Suggestions

34 Family Centres. In addition both services will work together to develop a stronger evidence base to

demonstrate impact and secure longer term funding for this and other early years initiatives.
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8. Question 6 — Children Centre Teachers

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

Children centre teachers provide support to children and

parents through one to one and groupwork sessions. They also
provide direct teaching and learning supportto pre-schools

and influence the delivery of stay and play sessions.

Some of this work is in the family’s home and is intended to

raise awareness of child development (children learn from

their parent(s) at this early age).

Childrencentreteachersalso complete personal education plans
for all Looked After Children aged under 3.

¢ The governmentis planning to change the way this service is
funded and this may affect it in the future.

e This service is currently funded until March 2017.

¢ Family support will still be available from existing childhood
services.

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

21



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis
Table 20: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of
Themes Key messages (Children Centre Teachers) I Council's response

Supportive of retaining the service: e.g. valuable in supporting families 75|Feedback

a) All comments have been considered and noted.

Comments about the b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
service, proposals and |Comments about the value of the team's skills and strengths 10(scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
111d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
communication strategy.

e) Of the 32 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: (31) are already a feature of the proposed
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional a7 service offer. One service suggestion concerning a focus on summer born children is recommended for
needs, low income families, safeguarding, prevention. consideration.

Comments on service suggestions

Not supportive of retaining the service: e.g. Should be provided by other services

consultation Service user benefits: e.g. supports parents and children's development, route into other
services

-]

Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal.

Suggested potential

impacts (of the
proposals) Impact on partners: e.g. PV settings and foster carers. 3 1) This service area already has a dedicated role to work with external early years settings which has been
identified as requiring support to improve practice.
Suggestions i ing service deli ice i A change to the initial li ded - details below:
et . |suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. move the service into schools or nurseries, 3 Change to the initial proposal Is recommende etails below:
concerning the service work can be done by other staff members 1) Funding has been secured from the Schools Forum via the Dedicated Schools Grant (Early Years Block) until

2l gl April 2018. The work of this service area will be aligned to the new early help service offer and will have a

concentrated focus on developing a stronger evidence base to demonstrate impact so as to secure longer term
funding. The service will also include a focus on summer born children to improve school readiness. If funding
Questions Various questions 165 not secured post April 18, this service will cease.
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9. Question 7 — Cluster Advice Points

Proposed option for consultation

Proposal
Currentsituation
e There is currently one advice point in each of .
the six clusters across the city, providing .

advice, short term support and signposting.

The proposal is to create one central advice point across the city.

This would mean that there would be one number to telephone for advice, guidance
and requesting support. However, advice, short term support and signposting to other
services will still be available in any one of the remaining 12 centres.

Face to face supportwould continue to be provided in the cluster area where you

live.

Consultation responses (Cluster advice points)

Table 21: How members of the public responded to the cluster advice points proposal (online and paper booklet)

Respondent type (public) online | ! 12ve o | ttwillaftectmetus | L EL S22 | IERREZEt | R | Sony | | Numbersof | Response rate
P ype p opinion in a negative way o PP y responses (online/paper booklet)
positive way

a Leicester resident 4 7 4 9 4 2 30 (17%)

a parent or carer of a child / young 26 24 8 55 2 4 137 (76%) 86%

person aged 0-19

a parent or carer of a child / young 180 of the 441 members
1 3 4 (2%) ) A

person aged 0-19 & pregnant of the public taking part

a young person aged 19 or under 1 3 1 5 (3%) in the consultation

An individual who hires space in a 0 online and through the

children’s centre (public) ! 1{1%) rezggﬁ:jgg?glﬁgis

Other 2 2 (1%) proposal.

Not selected 1 1 (1%)

Total 31 (17%) 34 (19%) 12 (7%) 72 (40%) 25 (14%) 6 (3%) 180 (100%)
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Table 22: How stakeholders responded to cluster advice points proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect , .
Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_ve_ no me/them in a me/them in a It won’t gffect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate (online
opinion . L me/my client(s) applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way
A member of staff (LCC or other) 8 45 1 13 10 2 89 (74%)
A referral agency / organisation 2 3 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services 1 (1%)
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 2
organisation that delivers services 85%
from a children’s centre & An 2 (2%)
individual or organisation that hires 121 of the 143
space in a children’s centre stakeholders taking
A service provider / partner 5 1 3 1 part in the consultation
/e 10 (8%) .

organisation online responded to
An individual or organisation that hires 1 1 this proposal.

. o 2 (2%)
space in a children’s centre
An orgam’satlor} that delivers services 3 3 2 8 (7%)
from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 1 3 (2%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 14 (12%) 59 (49%) 12 (10%) 22 (18%) 11 (9%) 3 (2%) 121 (100%)
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Table 23: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

) ; Numbers of .
Themes Key messages (Cluster advice points) Council's response
statements
Comments about the S'upportive of the proposal: e.g. Dedicated central line will be helpful and free up staff 70 Feedback
service, proposals and [ome: : . a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Face to face is better than a telephone service. 18}}) suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Service information: e.g. phone lines can be a poor service, prefer face to face contact 19 scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Suggested potential |2 tf’ t'he service; reduced Ser‘_’ice may impact on access; vulnerable service users may 20|d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
e find it difficulty to access the service by phc?n-e communication strategy.
proposals) Impact on staff: e.g. staff may not have sufficient knowledge of the 2116) Of the 25 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 23 are already a feature of the proposed
Impact on service provision: e.g. impact on service quality and relationships with families 47|service offer. One service suggestion concerning the promotion of the advice point and provision of local
knowledge is recommended for consideration.
Comments on service suggestions
1) Consideration was given to having an answer machine service for out of hours, however this would increase
the workload to work through any calls that are logged. Therefore, the Advice Point will be open each
weekday and during working hours. If there are any concerns about a child, callers can still access the Duty and
Advice service which is 24 hours, 7 days per week.
Suggestions Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. sufficient staff, knowledgeable staff, 2) ) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
T T automated out of hours service, opening times responsive to needs, good publicity 25 review.
and proposal concerning service offer and opening times, provide advice for multiple languages, provide 3) Using the councils principles for Channel Shift, there will be a greater emphasis on providing a range of
low level advice in each centre too. information using a range of formats, which are accessible to all. Anyone who is multi lingual and accessing
the Advice Point will be supported through the council's Language Line service if required.
No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 21
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10.

Question 8 — Domestic violence groups and créche

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e Group support for families experiencing domestic violence,
including créche facilities whilst the group meets.
e One group is available each week in each cluster area.

No change to this service

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 24: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

local, concerned the service will be cut in the future.

Numbers of

Themes Key messages (Domestic violence groups and créche) Council's response
statements

Comments about the Supp.ort.lve of tht.e pr.oposaI: e.'g.' DV support needed, e.ssentlal .serwce.. 76|Feedback

o, s B Service information: e.g. DV rising therefore support is essential, services need to be kept 12]3) All comments have been considered and noted.

consultation - - -
Service user benefits: e.g. supports and protects children

9 scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access.

w

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. support teenage victims, separate staff to
deliver créches, quality checks, better promotion, liaise with secondary schools, train all
staff to run these courses.

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal Commission differently: e.g. community providers could deliver for less money, increase

the range of venues where this is delivered.

b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular

c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
communication strategy.

e) Of the 14 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 14 are already a feature of the proposed service
offer.

Comments on service suggestions

1) Service suggestions will be forwarded to the commissioner of Domestic Violence services for information
and consideration. Work has already commenced to strengthen partnership links with services to reduce
duplication and improve practice.

2) Co-delivery with partners will be strengthened to ensure a consistent offer across the city.

3) The commitment to provide one DV programme per cluster at any one time remains. However, there will be
circumstances where there will not be the need due to demand, this will be regularly assessed and influence
future planning.

No change to the initial proposal is recommended.

Questions Various questions

26



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

11. Question 9 — Early Years Learning

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e Groups for parents and children. The key aims are to encourage
learning through play, the developmentofspeechand language
skills (andlearningand developmentin general) and to prepare
childrenforschool.

e Four sessions are currently available each week in each
cluster area.

e (some people may know this service as PEEP)

e Three sessions per week in each cluster area.

Consultation responses (Early Years Learning)

Table 25: How members of the public responded to the early years learning

proposal (online and paper booklet)

. . | have no I il af_fect Lol affect It won’t affect Not Statement NI 2ES Response rate
Respondent type (public) online opinion me/us in a me/us in a me / us aoplicable onl of (online/paper booklet)
P negative way positive way PP y responses pap
a Leicester resident 3 9 1 12 4 1 30 (17%)
a parent or carer of a child / young person 0
aged 0-19 16 37 2 57 13 6 131 (76%) 39%
a parent or carer of a child / young person
2 2 4 (2%) | 173 of the 441 members
aged 0-19 & pregnant
5 on a d19 d of the public taking part
& young person age orunder 1 3 4 (2%) in the consultation
An individual who hires space in a 2 2 (1%) online and through the
children’s centre (public) paper booklet
Other 1 1 (1%) responded to this
Not selected 1 1 (1%) proposal.
Total 19 (11%) 53 (31%) 3 (2%) 74 (43%) 17 (10%) 7 (4%) | 173 (100%)
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Table 26: How stakeholders responded to the early yvears learning proposal (online)

| have no Ll ElitEe! el etiee! M £l B Not Statement Numbers of | Response rate (online
Respondent type (stakeholder) Pl me/them in a me/them in a me/my X P
opinion . L . applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 14 36 7 13 6 4 80 (71%)
A referral agency / organisation 1 1 2 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 1
organisation that delivers services from a 2 (2%)
children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1
organisation that delivers services from a 78%
children’s centre & An individual or 1 (1%)
organisation that hires space in a children’s 112 of the 143
centre stakeholders taking
A service provider / partner organisation 1 2 4 11 (10%) partin the
T o : Itation online

An individual or organisation that hires 1 o consu .
space in a children’s centre = (@) responded tcl) this
An organisation that delivers services from 2 2 1 2 1 proposal.

. ) 8 (7%)
a children’s centre
Other 1 1 (1%)
Not selected 1 1 1 3 (3%)
Total 18 (16%) 48 (43%) 10 (9%) 21 (19%) 9 (8%) 6 (5%) 112 (100%)
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Table 27: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

X Numbers of .
Themes Key messages (Early years, learning and development) I Council's response
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. happy that some sessions are proposed. 34|Feedback
Comments about the |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. cutting down isn't the answer, 22|2) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and [Service user benefits: e.g. service valued and frequently used, supports children, parents 36b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
consultation and families. scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal. 6|c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 70|d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
needs, low income families. communication strategy.
Suggested potential Impact on early intervention: e.g. families will not receive support early enough, leading to 4le) Of the 31 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 3 could not be implemented because they
impacts (of the an escalation of need before support is provided. would not be cost effective; and 27 are already a feature of the proposed service offer. One service
proposals) Impact on service provision: e.g. capacity, service may become over-subscribed. 17]suggestion concerning the group work sessions is recommended for consideration.
Impact on access t.o the service : e.g. ch||dr<.en centre building proposals will impact on 10/Comments on service suggestions
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. . R . . .
1) There will continue to be a commitment to developing parent volunteers to support delivery.
2)Where possible, we will seek to deliver provision from alternative venues within local communities e.g.)
libraries
3) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
Suggestions Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. reduce further, parent volunteers instead of review.
concerning the service [reductions, assess effectiveness, open group with targeted element, work with the VCS to 31
and proposal promote the service, deliver from multiple venues. A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
1. There will be at least 2 x targeted group work session/courses per cluster per week for children who meet
our eligibility criteria. The 3rd weekly session per week will be flexible to respond to demand either as a
universal stay and play or as a targeted group work session.
Questions Various questions 14|
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12.

Question 10 — Family support service

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

¢ Shortand long-term support (one to one and group work) o
with any children, young people and families who require
help to prevent any problems they have from getting worse
and requiring more specialist intervention (for example,

(see ‘targeted services’ section)

Families / individuals will need to meet specific criteria to receive
supportunderthis service

Consultation responses (Family support service)

Table 28: How members of the public responded to the family support service proposal (online and paper booklet)

Respondent type (public) online | have no It will affect me/us | It will affect me/us | It won’t affect Not Statement | Numbers of Response rate

P ype (p opinion in a negative way in a positive way me / us applicable only responses (online/paper booklet)
a Leicester resident 3 8 1 11 7 2 32 (18%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 0
person aged 0-19 1 27 1 62 26 8 134 (75%) 40%
a parent or carer of a child / young 8
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 1 3 M é:?h%f tzzl?ﬁanlziimbgr?
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 4 (2%) in the cznsultation%rﬁ)line
Aq individual who hire; space in a 1 1 (1%) and through the paper
children’s centre (public) booklet responded to
Other 2 2 (1%) this proposal.
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 13 (7%) 38 (21%) 2 (1%) 80 (45%) 34 (19%) 11 (6%) 178 (100%)
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Table 29: How stakeholders responded to the family support service proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect ) .
Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_V(_e no me/them in a me/them in a It won’t _affect Not Statement | Numbers of Response rate (online
opinion . - me/my client(s) applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way

A member of staff (LCC or other) 7 53 5 8 8 6 87 (73%)
A referral agency / organisation 3 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & 1
An organisation that delivers 2 (2%)
services from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & 1
An organisation that delivers 83%
services from a children’s centre & 1 (1%)
An individual or organisation that 119 of the 143
hires space in a children’s centre stakeholders taking part
A service provider / partner 6 1 1 1 9 (8%) in the consultation online
organisation responded to this
An individual or organisation that 2 proposal

: ; Alage 2 (2%)
hires space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers 1 4 1 2 1

. . , 9 (8%)

services from a children’s centre
Other 2 1 3 (3%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 8 (7%) 73 (61%) 7 (6%) 13 (11%) 11 (9%) 7(6%) | 119 (100%)
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Table 30: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

needs, low income families.

X X Numbers of o
Themes Key messages (Family support service) Council's response
statements
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. agree with the change, not much of a change 34/Feedback
a) All comments have been considered and noted.
Comments about the  (Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. should not change, how will families cope. 21)p) suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
service, proposals and (seryice information: e.g. families should support themselves, not affective, targeted 19 scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
consultation services can have a stigma attached to them, support should be available to all. c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
) i X . d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal. o
communication strategy.
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 55 e) Of the 16 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 1 could not be implemented because it would

Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access.

7 needs as identified through service data. One service suggestion is recommended for consideration, which

Impact on staff: e.g. Job losses

Impact on partners: e.g. PVl settings and foster carers.

Impact on early intervention: e.g. families will not receive support early enough, leading to

an escalation of need before support is provided.

Impact of cumulative cuts to the service.

3 3) Groupwork sessions will remain for 'targeted' families, however we will review this through our equality

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. more group work with mixed families, work
with partners re new service, effective screening and signposting, make savings from
management not frontline, provide brief interventions.

Funding options: e.g. increase council tax

not be cost effective; 14 are already a feature of the proposed service offer; and 1 does not meet service user

concerns how to better manage service capacity to meet demand.

Comments on service suggestions

1) The management structure will be reduced in line with the requirements to support frontline staff.
2)Consideration was given to having an answer machine service for out of hours, however this would increase
the workload to work through any calls that are logged. Therefore, the Advice Point will be open each
weekday and working hours. If there are any safeguarding concerns, callers can still access the Duty and Advice
service which is 24 hours, 7 days per week.

impact assessment and may amend service delivery to have mixed groups with non eligible families if
required.

4)Staff will be provided with adequate training opportunities to fulfil their role

5) Using the councils principles for Channel Shift, there will be a greater emphasis on providing a range of
information using a range of formats, which are accessible to all.

6) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
review.

7) A partnership allocations hub will be developed and facilitated by the council to strengthen multi agency
working to provide support to families who require multi agency support and do not meet social care
thresholds. This hub will have a flexible response for families within each agency's remit and will have a
simplified process which incudes reviewing current processes, eligibility criteria and paperwork. Scrutiny will
be provided by the Children's Trust.

8) There will be one telephone number and one route to access social care and early help.

No change to the initial proposal is recommended.

Questions

Various questions

13
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13. Question 11 — Family Support - schools

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

¢ Shortand long-term support (one to one and group work)
with any children, young people and families who require
help to prevent any problems they have from getting worse
and requiring more specialist intervention (for example,
social care).

(thisis the same service as outlined in section 10 but purchased
by schools towork directly with their students and families).

e Thecouncil proposestocontinue this service with schools that
choosetopurchasethisservice.

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.
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Table 31: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of
Themes Key messages (Family support service - traded with schools)
statements
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. should be offered in all schools. 51 Feedback
Comments about the a) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and |service information: e.g. well placed in schools, well placed in early help. 7|b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
consultation scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Service user benefits: e.g. supports disabled children in schools. 1/c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
- — - - - d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Impact on service provision: e.g. requirement to pay for the service could lead to service communication strategy
Suggested potential jon; i idei )
imggacts (ofpthe fLangntatlon, notall schools can afford to pay for hi, schools could provide it more 16 e) Of the 14 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 11 are already a feature of the proposed service
. cneaply. - - — - - — offer; and 2 cannot be implemented by the early help service and will be forwarded to the appropriate service
proposals) Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional K . . . . .. . . .
. . 8|for their attention. One service suggestion concerning the provision of a city wide team is recommended for
needs, low income families. . .
consideration.
Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. manage service city wide not by cluster 12 Comments on service suggestions
1) Opportunities are being explored to develop a supervision and support package for schools where they
have their own staff delivering family support services but do not purchase.
Suggestions 2) There is already a costed model in place.
concerning the service |commission differently: e.g. join up funding streams for the service and save time and 3) If traded services are no longer required, this area of work will need to be reviewed.
and proposal money. 2
A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
1) A citywide team will be developed so that it can provide a consistent offer to schools across the city,
respond to demand without balancing the needs of the cluster delivery and with overarching management
oversight. If there is capacity due to schools not purchasing the service, support will be provided to families
from cluster areas.
2) Schools purchasing traded Family Support services will not be restricted by the council's eligibility criteria as
Questions Various questions 11

it will be for all students they identify to receive this service.
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14.

Question 12 — Healthy Child Programme

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

20.

Health visiting service for all children aged 0-5, and
parenting support for first time mothers under the age of

Accesstothese serviceswill not be affected as a result of the proposed

changes to the location and number of children centres (seesection2 -
Buildings).

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 32: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

. Numbers of -
Themes Key messages (Healthy child programme) Council's response
statements
ive of the pr | 1

Comments about the Sup;?ort eoft e;{ oposa - - - 31IFeedback
service) proposalsand Serv.lce user benefits: e.g. supports parents and children's development, route into other 24/a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation Services _ : : — b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular

Service information: e.g. there is some service duplication between the HCP and EH. scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on 17/¢) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Suggested potential Impact on staff: e.g. space to work in the children centres 7|communication strategy.
impacts (of the Impact on service provision: e.g. impact on partnership work. 1lc) Of the 6 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 6 cannot be implemented by the early help
proposals) Impact on partners: e.g. requirement to pay accommodations costs. 2|service and will be forwarded to the appropriate service provider for their attention.

Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional . .

P ) o8 P 5/Comments on service suggestions
needs, low income families. . L o . .
1)The Healthy Child Programme (HCP - Health Visiting and School Nursing) is a universal service.
Suggestions 2) Discussions will take place with the HCP provider to assess requirements for the location of staff across the
concerning the service |Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. service should be universal. 6|12 centres. Delivery space within the proposed remaining 12 centres will be protected.
and proposal
No change to the initial proposal recommended.

Questions Various questions 2
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15. Question 13 — Home Learning

Proposal
Currentsituation Proposed option for consultation
e Short-term support for a maximum of 12 weeks, delivered ¢ Thecurrentservice willend although Public Health’s Healthy Child
in the home by dedicated child learning staff who help Programme (HCP) will continue to provide home learning services,
some parents support their children’s learning, establish offering appropriate support for families in need.

routines and manage behavior.
e Sixfamilies are supported atany one time.

Consultation responses (Home Learning)

Table 33: How members of the public responded to the home learning proposal (online and paper booklet)

Respondent type (public) online T l:nvéllu:lmegt l:nvt\i,llltljsme;t Rvoniiaiicel Not Statement onl NUIEES @ Response rate
P ype p opinion . o me / us applicable y responses (online/paper booklet)
negative way positive way

a Leicester resident 1 3 1 15 5 4 29 (18%)

a parent or carer of a child / young 12 1 2 68 21 5 119 (73%)

person aged 0-19 37%

a parent or carer of a child / young 4 4 (2%)

person aged 0-19 & pregnant 163 of the 441 members of
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 1 5 (3%) | the public taking part in the
An indivjdual who hire§ space in a 1 1 (1%) th(:rgﬂsglrjllt?htleoga(:)rg:rnk‘)eo%rll(ljet
children’s centre (public) responded to this proposal
Other 2 1 3 (2%) '
Not selected 1 1 2 (1%)

Total 13 (8%) 17 (10%) 3 (2%) 91 (55%) 28 (17%) 12 (7%) 163 (100%)
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Table 34: How stakeholders responded to the home learning proposal (online)

It will affect

It will affect

I have no ) ) It won’t affect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate (online
Respondent type (stakeholder) el me/them in a me/them in a me/my client(s) | applicable onl responses) only)
P negative way positive way y PP y P Y
A member of staff (LCC or other) 18 38 2 12 9 2 81 (74%)
A referral agency / organisation 1 2 5 (5%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services from a 1 (1%)
children’s centre 76%
A referral agency/organisation & An 1
organisation that delivers services from a 109 of the 143
children’s centre & An individual or 1(1%) | stakeholders taking part
organisation that hires space in a children’s in the consultation online
centre responded to this
A service provider / partner organisation 2 2 1 2 8 (7%) proposal.
An |nd|y|dual or orqanlsatlon that hires 1(1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services from 3 1 3 1
: , 8 (7%)
a children’s centre
Other 2 1 3 (3%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 26 (24%) 46 (42%) 2 (2%) 19 (17%) 12 (11%) 4 (4%) 109 (100%)
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Table 35: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

; . Numbers of .
Themes Key messages (Home learning service) Council's response
statements
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. there is currently overlap in service provision. 19|Feedback
Comments about the |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Should not end, how will families cope. 22 a) Al commer‘1ts have been considered‘an.d noted. o . .
service, proposals and b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
i, Service information: e.g. not used to full capacity, 2 scrut'iny to inform fluture planning and decision making.
Service user benefits: ¢.g. benefits children and parents, vulnerable families, early 26 Z) A 'Lessons Iearn-t log has b‘een developed to take into account prjocesses underjtaken for this consultation.
intervention/prevention. ) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional communication strategy.
. ds. low income families. 28|e) Of the 29 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 9 could not be implemented because they
Suggested potential neess, would not be cost effective; 2 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 19 are already a feature of the
impacts (of the Impact on staff: e.g. space to work in the children centres 11 proposed service offer.
Pl Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on 9 Comments on service suggestions
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. 1) Mapping work was undertaken with commissioners of the HCP which identified that both the council and
Leicestershire Partnership Trust were delivering similar services for families with young children within the
home environment. This led to an opportunity to review both services, reduce duplication and develop a
clearer pathway for families with young children to access services within the home, on a one to one basis and
within group work sessions in the community. The HCP has a mandatory requirement to provide 4 levels of
service for all children aged under 5, which covers the same type of services currently delivered by council
early years' staff.
2) There has been feedback concerning the quality of provision, which will be fed back to the provider of HCP
services.
Suggestions 2) Using the council's principles for Channel Shift, there will be a greater emphasis on providing a range of
concerning the service |Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. should be integral to all early help services. 29(information including signposting to other services using a range of formats which are accessible to all.
and proposal 3) There will continue to be training opportunities for staff from different agencies to train together to
improve understanding and practice.
4) We will be exploring widening the remit of our current early years to undertake whole family work where
there are children under the age of 8.
5) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
review.
No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 22
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Question 15 - Parenting groups/créche

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

cluster area.

¢ Group courses for parentsthat are linked to public health
issues andservice userdemand (for example, positive
parenting, stop smoking, health and safety, etc).

e Two sessions are currently available each week in each

One session available each week in each cluster area

Consultation responses (Parenting groups/creche)
Table 36: How members of the public responded to the parenting groups/ créche proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect

It will affect

Respondent type (public) online I have no melis in a melus in a It won’t affect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate

P ype p opinion . o me / us applicable only responses (online/paper booklet)

negative way positive way

a Leicester resident 1 9 1 16 4 1 32 (20%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 10 16 63 20 5 114 (73%) 36%
person aged 0-19
a parent or carer of a child / young 4 4 (3%) 157 of the 441 members
person aged 0-19 & pregnant of the public taking part
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 1 5 (3%) | in the consultation online
An individual who hires space in a 0 and through the paper
children’s centre (public) ! 1(1%) boo,m?st rerzp%r;gled to
Other 1 1(1%) prop .
Not selected 0
Subtotal 12 (8%) 26 (17%) 1 (1%) 86 (55%) 25 (16%) 7 (4%) 157 (100%)
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Table 37: How stakeholders responded to the parenting groups/ créche proposal (online)

It will affect

It will affect

Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_ve_ no me/them in a me/them in a It won’t gffect l\_lot Statement Numbers of Response rate (online
opinion . - me/my client(s) | applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way
A member of staff (LCC or other) 21 29 2 17 11 1 81 (%)
A referral agency / organisation 2 2 1 5 (%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services 1 1 (%)
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre & An 1 1 (%) 77%
individual or organisation that hires
space in a children’s centre ak hlllg of tth?('l43 i
A service provider / partner stakeholders taking part in
organisatign P 1 3 1 1 2 8 (%) the consultation online
An individual or organisation that hires responded to this proposal.
, o 1 1 2 (%)
space in a children’s centre
An orgam’satlor} that delivers services 4 1 1 1 1 8 (%)
from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 1 3 (%)
Not selected 1 1 (%)
Total 29 (26%) 38 (35%) 3 (3%) 21 (19%) 13 (12%) 6 (5%) 110 (100%)

40



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis
Table 38: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

. R Numbers of :
Themes Key messages (Parenting groups and créche) Council's response
statements
Comments about the Suprfortive of the ;?roposalz e.g. reducti.ons minimal, glad the.service is continuing. 26|Feedback
e e Service user benefits: e.g. popular service, preventative service. 1415) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation Service information: 41b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’t reduce the service 13 scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 16/¢) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Suggested potential needs, low income families.. : d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
e e IrT\pact on the Ioc?I community: e.g. local businesses near to centres proposed for 5|communication strategy.
proposals) disposal/alternative uses _ : __ _ e) Of the 12 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 11 are already a feature of the proposed service
Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on 20 offer; and 1 do not meet service user needs as identified through service data.
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. Comments on service suggestions
1) We will continue to support parent volunteers so they can support service delivery.
2) We will review the nature of our services and develop a consistent range of evidence based programmes
which will respond to demand and need.
Suggestions A A o 3) Only families. vyh‘o‘are r"ne@ ou‘r criteriaAfor eligibility will be able to ac?ess targeted pafrenting groups,
Ay o Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. target service, peer mentoring, prioritise 1 however the eligibility criteria will be reviewed annually to reflect changing demographics and need.
sessions not delivered elsewhere, joint work with HCP 4) We will seek to maximise opportunities to co-deliver with partners.
and proposal
No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 7
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16. Question 15— Parenting programmes

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e Courses focusing on parenting techniques for families with
teenagers.
e Up to nine courses across the city each year.

e Nochange.
e Parenting programmes will continue to be commissioned from a
non-council provider.

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 39: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

. intervention/prevention.
consultation

Service information: e.g. parents unlikely to attend if they have to pay.

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on service users: e.g. vulnerable families

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. training, robust contracts with service
providers, joint working

Suggestions
concerning the service

RESBES Commission differently: e.g. council should deliver.

) Numbers of -
Themes Key messages (Parenting programmes) DN Council's response
Supportive of the proposal: e.g. benefits service users 40 Feedback
Comments about the a) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and Service user benefits: e.g. benefits children and parents, vulnerable families, early 23|b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular

scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

6 d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future

communication strategy.

e) Of the 12 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 2 could not be implemented because they
would not be cost effective; 1 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 6 are already a feature of the
proposed service offer; and 2 do not meet service user needs as identified through service data. One service
suggestion, concerning the focus of the parenting groups, is recommended for consideration.

Comments on service suggestions

1) We will continue to develop opportunities for staff to be trained to co-deliver provision with external
agencies.

2) Itis not cost effective to bring the service in house at this stage as it meets a specific need which cannot be
met within a reduced staffing structure.

3) There will be no charge for parents to access this provision as it may disadvantage low income families.

A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:

Questions Various questions

17

This service will continue to be commissioned from a non-council provider, but the nature of the provision will
be in response to demand and need.
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17. Question 16 — School holiday events

Proposal
Currentsituation Proposed option for consultation
e There is an annual programme of activities and campaigns ¢ There will be no change to the annual programme of activities and
run by the clusters (National Play Day, Book Reading Week, campaigns.
etc). e Each cluster will only put on one event for children aged 0-8 each week
e Each clusteralso puts on two events for children aged 0-8 duringschoolholidays.
each week.

e Theseeventsinclude outdoor activities, breakfast clubs, ‘get
up and go’ physical activity and work with the National
Citizen Service for young peopleinyears 10 and 11.

Consultation responses (School holiday events)

Table 40: How members of the public responded to the school holiday events proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect It will affect ,

Respondent type (public) online | ha_vg no mefus in a mefus in a It won’t affect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate

opinion . o me / us applicable only responses (online/paper booklet)

negative way positive way

a Leicester resident 1 2 15 4 2 33 (21%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 9 3 3 49 14 5 110 (69%)
person aged 0-19 36%
a parent or carer of a child / young 2 1 3 (2%)
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 160 of the 441 members of
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 6 10 (6%) | the public taking part in the
An individual who hires space in a 1 1 (1%) consultation online and
children’s centre (public) i rtehsrogggégiopﬁ:r ?c?oclgitl
Other 1 1 2 (1%) p prop .
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 11 (7%) 41 (26%) 6 (4%) 68 (43%) 19 (12%) 15 (9%) 160 (100%)
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Table 41: How stakeholders responded to the school holiday events proposal (online)

It will affect

It will affect

Respondent type (stakeholder) | ha_ve_ no me/them in a me/them in a It won’t _affect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate (online
opinion . - me/my client(s) | applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way

A member of staff (LCC or other) 17 35 4 16 6 4 82 (74%)

A referral agency / organisation 2 2 1 5 (5%)

A referral agency / organisation & An

organisation that delivers services 1 1 (1%)

from a children’s centre

A referral agency/organisation & An

organisation that delivers services

from a children’s centre & An 1 1 (1%) 78%

individual or organisation that hires

space in a children’s centre 111 OI tE_e 143 sttgktehholders

A service provider / partner aking partin the

organisation P 1 4 1 1 2 9 (8%) consultation online

An individual or organisation that hires responded to this proposal.
. . . 1 1 (1%)

space in a children’s centre

An orgam’satlor} that delivers services 2 3 5 1 1 9 (8%)

from a children’s centre

Other 1 1 2 (2%)

Not selected 1 1 (1%)

Total 22 (20%) 49 (44%) 6 (5%) 19 (17%) 8 (7%) 7 (6%) 111 (100%)
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Table 42: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of
Themes Key messages (School holiday events) Council's response
statements

Supportive of the proposal:i.e. no change 31 Feedback
Comments about the a) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. should not change 6|b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
consultation Service inf " — e | N I scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

rvice information: e.g. v. rvi w
ervice Information: €.g. valuable service, low cos c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

Impact on the local community: e.g. anti social behaviour 10{d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Suggested potential Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional communication strategy.
impacts (of the needs, low income families 66e) Of the 42 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 4 could not be implemented because they
proposals) Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on 10 would not be c'ost affective; 1 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 37 are already a feature of the

access to the service. proposed service offer.

Fundi " ) \d be mad e should be | g = Comments on service suggestions

ndin ions: e.g. more savin u ma rvice s increas
s " u g options: €.g. more s g5 co € €, service snould be Increase 1) We will ensure that the type of provision is spread across all ages with specific activities for younger and
uggestions .
- . . Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. increase age range accessing service, more older children/young people.
concerning the service . R R 23 e . . . . . .
d I activities not less, co-delivery with parents 2) Initiatives such as Breakfast Clubs, community events etc. will continue where there is capacity from joint
and proposa . .
e Commission differently: e.g. let the adventure playgrounds/other non-council providers working and responding to demand.
deliver events. 3) We will continue to support parent volunteers to co-deliver services.
A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:

Questions Various questions 19|1) School holiday activities will be for children aged 0- 12 year olds instead of 0- 8 year olds.
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18. Question 17 — Stay and Play

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e Stay and Play sessions are available in children’s centres to
encouragechilddevelopment, learning, child/parent
interaction, bondingand readinessforschool.

e Apart from certain antenatal and baby sessions, these
services are available to all families with children aged 0-4
(up to age eight during school holidays).

e Five sessions are available in most cluster areas each week.

¢ Two Stay and Play sessions in each cluster area each week.

Consultation responses (Stay and Play)

Table 43: How members of the public responded to the stay and play proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect It will affect ,

Respondent type Gublc)onine | |0VEN0 | meusima | mesina | {wortaffectmel | Nol | sutement | tumbersof | Responserate

P negative way | positive way bp y P bap
a Leicester resident 2 2 11 1 2 36 (20%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 8
person aged 0-19 2 84 1 32 8 4 131 (73%) 41%
a parent or carer of a child / young 0
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 4 Sy é??h%f tz%l‘i‘é'%ar;ienmbzi
ayoung person aged 19 or under 1 8 1 1 6 53%) | in the cgnsultation%ﬁline
Aq individual who hire; space in a 1 1 (1%) and through the paper
children’s centre (public) booklet responded to
Other 1 1 (1%) this proposal.
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 2 (1%) 112 (62%) 3 (2%) 46 (26%) 10 (6%) 7(4%) 180 (100%)

46



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

Table 44: How stakeholders responded to the stay and play proposal (online)

el it It will affect Not
I have no | me/them in a ; It won’t affect . Statement Numbers of Response rate (online
Respondent type (stakeholder) o - me/them in a ; applicable
opinion negative o me/my client(s) only responses only)
way positive way

A member of staff (LCC or other) 56 2 6 4 84 (72%)
A referral agency / organisation 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 2 2 (2%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1 (1%) 82%
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre & An 117 of the 143
individual or organisation that hires stakeholders taking part in
space in a children’s centre the consultation online
A service provider / partner 7 1 2 11 (9%) | responded to this proposal
organisation
An individual or organisation that hires 1

: . / 1(1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 2 3 3 1

- , 9 (8%)

from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 1 3 (3%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 12 (10%) 75 (64%) 5 (4%) 9 (8%) 9 (8%) 7(6%) | 117 (100%)
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Table 45: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of o
Themes Key messages (Stay and play) I Council's response
Feedback
Supportive of the proposal: i.e. service under-used. 5 a) All comments have been considered and noted.
Comments about the b) Su'ggeste:d impacts are refergnced withi'n'the equ.ality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
service, proposals and |not supportive of the proposal: e.g. should not change, how will families cope 46 scrutiny to inform future planning and decision mak{ng. : )
e A pp proposal: e.g. sho ge, pe. c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Service user benefits: e.g. popular service, preventative service, benefits children's 130 communication strategy.
development. e) Of the 25 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 7 could not be implemented because they
would not be cost affective; 1 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 15 are already a feature of the
Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 148|Proposed service offer. Two service suggestions, one concerning the number of stay and plays and the other
needs, low income families. concerning co-working with the HCP, are recommended for consideration.
Comments on service suggestions
. Impact on staff: e.g. job losses 2(1) We will continue to support volunteers to co-deliver services.
Suggested potential . S . } . .-
impacts (of the ?) Using t-he r-;ouna.I s pr}naplesi for Channel Shnft, ther-e will be a greater empha‘sw on prOV|d|-ng arange of
proposals) ] N . . . information including signposting to other services using a range of formats which are accessible to all.
Impact on service provision: e.g. capacity, service may become over-subscribed. 30|3) We did consider retaining 5 weekly sessions per cluster and shortening the length but this was not practical
due to the same amount of pre time required to set up/close up. The delivery time ranges from 1.5 - 2hrs
Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on therefore reducing this would have an impact on how effective it can be for children and families.
access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. 25]4) Terminology will be reviewed to reflect the nature and benefits of this provision.
5) We will not charge service users to access stay and play as the administration costs required would not be
cost effective and would disadvantage low income families.
A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. charge a fee, alternative mix of stay and 21| 1. There will be at least 2 universal stay and play sessions per cluster per week. There will be the option to
play/PEEP sessions, volunteers/peer mentoring. deliver a 3rd session per week to respond flexibly to demand, either as a universal stay and play oras a
Suggestions targeted group work session.
concerning the service 2. In addition the Healthy Child Programme will co deliver stay and play provision alongside council staff to
and proposal support children and parents with access to early years health information and support.
3. Children Centre Teachers will also lead the teaching and learning as part of the planning process.
Commission differently: e.g. schools and parents could deliver this service 4
Questions Various questions 9
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19. Question 18 — Targeted Services

Proposal

Proposal

We will continue to offer services such as stay and play and antenatal courses to all. However, financial pressures may result in us having to restrict other
early help services to children, young people and families who do not meet any of the following criteria:

. Children and young people not attending school

. Families involved in offending behaviour

. Families with health concerns

. Children with an older sibling who is not achieving certain educational goals
. Children who are eligible for two year funded early education entitlement (FEEE) but do not access it
. Children known to children’s social care or family support services

. Children with a special educational need or disability

. Children who live in the top 5% most deprived areas of the city

. Children who are entitled to free school meals

. Lone parents / teen parents / parents with disability

. Low income / unemployed

. Homeless or at risk of being homeless

. Children at risk of or involved in incidents of domestic violence

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the
following table.
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Table 46: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Themes Key messages (Targeted services) b LTl FL Council's response
statements
Supportive of the proposal: i.e. support the change 23|Feedback
Comments about the Comments about staff providing an excellent service 3 a) All comments have been considered and noted.
service, proposals and Service information:' €8 targete.d families' do not aI.wa\./s access service, some parents 59|b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
consultation unaware of the service, prevention/early intervention important. scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’t implement the proposal 13]() A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal. 114) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Impact on early intervention: e.g. families will not receive support early enough, leading to g|communication strategy.
an escalation of need before support is provided. e) Of the 15 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 3 could not be implemented because they
Suggested potential Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 49 would not be cost affective; 4 would not be viable/practicable to implement; 8 are already a feature of the
impacts (of the needs, low income families. proposed service offer.
proposals) Impact on staff: e.g. job losses

Impact on the local community: e.g. anti social behaviour

1 . .
Comments on service suggestions

Impact on partners: e.g. increased referrals to children's social care.

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. maintain early intervention/prevention, add
more groups to the priority list, mixed groups needed to support role modelling.

Questions

Various questions

20

1) The eligibility criteria will be reviewed annually to take into consideration changing needs and responses to
demand e.g.) summer born children, families affected by substance misuse.

2) Careful consideration will be given to how we promote the criteria so that people are aware of who can
access targeted services.

3) Using the councils principles for Channel Shift, there will be a greater emphasis on providing a range of
information using a range of formats which are accessible to all.

No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
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20. Question 19 — Toy and book library

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

free.

e There is currently a toy and book library in each of the 23
children’s centres, enabling parents to hire toys and books for

¢ The currentstock of books and toys would be redistributed to the
remaining 12 children’s centres across the city, providing a wider choice
of items in each of these centres.

e The service will remain free of charge for families.

Consultation responses (Toy and book library)

Table 47: How members of the public responded to the toy and book library proposal (online and paper booklet)

I have no L el i vl e s e Not Statement Numbers of Response rate (online/paper

Respondent type (public) online opinion me/us in a me/us in a affect me / aoplicable onl responses P booklet) pap
P negative way | positive way us PP y P

a Leicester resident 3 11 13 1 1 29 (18%)
a parent or carer of a child / young T
person aged 0-19 14 31 4 51 12 6 118 (74%) 36%
a parent or carer of a child / young 1 3 4 (3%)
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 159 of the 441 members of the
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 1 5 (3%) public taking part in the
An individual who hires space in a 1 1(1%) consultation online and
children’s centre (public) i througg tg? pfrl]per bookletl
Other 1 1(%) responded to this proposal.
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 19 (12%) 43 (27%) 4 (3%) 71 (45%) 14 (9%) 8 (5%) 159 (100%)
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Table 48: How stakeholders responded to the toy and book library proposal (online)

It will affect | Itwill affect | 'tWomt
Respondent type (stakeholder) l hayg no me/them ina | me/themin a alffze! Not Sl NIrTlDEss e Response rate (online only)
opinion ; s me/my applicable only responses
negative way | positive way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 19 28 7 14 7 5 80 (74%)
A referral agency / organisation 2 2 1 5 (5%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre & An 76%
individual or organisation that hires
space in a children’s centre 108 of the 143 stakeholders
A service provider / partner 3 1 3 1 1 9 (8%) | taking partin the consultation
organisation online responded to this
An individual or organisation that hires 1 1 (1%) proposal.
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 4 2 1 1 8 (7%)
from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 2 (2%)
Not selected 1 1(1%)
Total 25 (23%) 40 (37%) 9 (8%) 18 (17%) 10 (9%) 6 (6%) 108 (100%)
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Table 49: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Numbers of
Themes Key messages (Toy and book library) Council's response
statements
Comments about the Feedback
service, proposals and [Supportive of the proposal: i.e. support the change 11 a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Comments about the ; ; ; i ;
X Service user benefits: e.g. benefits children and parents, vulnerable families, early scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
service, p.r0posa|5 and intervention/prevention. 15 c) A'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
consultation d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the communication strategy.
service, proposals and |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’t implement the proposal 9e) Of the 14 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 3 could not be implemented because they
consultation would not be cost affective; and 11 are already a feature of the proposed service offer.
Suggested potential . . . - . . . C : :
impacts (of the Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 13 omments on service suggestions
. needs, low income families. 1) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
proposals) review
. Impact on access to the service : e.g. service users may struggle to travel to the 12 children 2) Work has already commenced to strengthen partnership links with library services to reduce duplication
Suggested potential ; ; ‘bed: chi and improve practice
) fth centres proposed to remain open, services may become over subscribed; children centre p p .
lmpactsl(o the building proposals will impact on access to the service; reduced service may impact on 50 3) Of the 441 respondents asked about how they travel to the children centres, 30% solely walk. There will be
proposals) access. 2 centres open per cluster with a focus for provision to be delivered from venues within the local community
where the children centres are no longer operating. Mapping work was undertaken to inform the proposals
for which centres were the most utilised. Reviewing updated data, this has not changed.
4) We will continue to support volunteers to support service delivery.
Suggestions 5) We will review the current arrangements for this service with regards to length of time resources are
T T Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. organise books better, involve libraries and 14|porrowed. We will not incur a charge as the administration costs required would not be cost effective and this
the community sector, may disadvantage low income families.
and proposal
No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
Questions Various questions 12
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21. Question 20 — Volunteering, employment, education and training

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

cluster area.

¢ \olunteering, employment, education and training, advice
and support, with at least one activity per week in each

¢ One activity per month in each cluster area.

Consultation responses (Volunteering)

Table 50: How members of the public responded to volunteering proposal (online and paper booklet)

It will affect

It will affect

It won’t

Respondent type (public) online I hevs e me/us in a me/us in a affect me / Not Statement only NUmBETS @) Response rate
opinion . - applicable responses (online/paper booklet)
negative way | positive way us

a Leicester resident 6 1 14 3 2 26 (17%)

a parent or carer of a child / young 14 18 61 21 1 115 (76%)

person aged 0-19 34%

a parent or carer of a child / young 4 4 (3%)

person aged 0-19 & pregnant 152 of the 441 members of

a young person aged 19 or under 1 3 1 5 (3%) the public taking part in
o : : the consultation online

An individual who hires space in a 2

children’s centre (public) 1 1 (1%) and through the paper

Other 1 1 (1% booklet responded to this

(1%) proposal.
Not selected
Total 15 (10%) 26 (17%) 1 (1%) 82 (54%) 25 (16%) 3 (2%) 152 (100%)

54




APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

Table 51: How stakeholders responded to the volunteering proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect It won’t
R I have no | me/them in a ; affect Not Numbers of Response rate (online
espondent type (stakeholder) L - me/them in a . Statement only
opinion negative e me/my applicable responses only)
positive way .
way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 21 29 2 14 1 2 79 (76%)
A referral agency / organisation 2 1 5 (5%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services 73%
from a children’s centre & An
individual or organisation that hires 104 of the of the 143
space in a children’s centre stakeholders taking part in
A service provider / partner 3 2 1 6 (6%) the consultation online
organisation responded to this proposal
An individual or organisation that hires 1 1 (1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 1 2 1 3 7 (T%)
from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 1 3 (3%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 24 (23%) 37 (36%) 2 (2%) 21 (20%) 16 (15%) 4 (4%) 104 (100%)
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Table 52: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Themes Key messages (Volunteering, employment, education and training) LT Council's response
statements
Comments about the Feedback
service, proposals and [Supportive of the proposal: i.e. supports the change 16 a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Comments about the scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
service, proposals and |Service user benefits: e.g. provides work experience and supports employment. 5|c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
consultation d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the communication strategy.
service, proposals and |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’t implement the proposal 40|¢) Of the 22 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 8 could not be implemented because they
consultation - would not be cost affective; 13 are already a feature of the proposed service offer; and 1 do not meet service
isr:ig;::t::z:teenﬂal Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional 19 user needs as identified'through servi(.:e data.
proposals) needs, low income families. Comments on service suggestions
- 1) The council is working in partnership with Voluntary Action Leicestershire to host seconded roles from VAL
Suggested potential . . - - L R’ . . . .
T Impact on access t.o the service : e.g. ch||dr<'an centre building proposals will impact on within early help that will have a key focus in supporting adults back into employment and training.
e ! access to the service; reduced service may impact on access. A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
Suggested potential 1. The level of resource is proposed to be reduced as supporting children and families to be involved in
impacts (of the Impact on staff: e.g. pressure on volunteers 3|decision making and shaping of services is embedded within everyday practice. However, there will continue
proposals) to be a dedicated role for community development, volunteering and consultation.
2. Options are being explored to review the participation roles within different children’s services, developing

. one citywide participation team. If viable, this will reduce duplication, provide consistency and develop a

f:rgf:::i‘:\;sthe cervice Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. streamline the service, consistency across » strongfer infra.structu.re.for p.artici;?ation and engagement work. If this option is not viable, the participation
clusters, more activities per month. role will continue within this service area.
and proposal 2. Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
review.

Questions Various questions 13
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22. Question 21 — Weekly parent engagement

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

e Consultations, community projects and parent engagement
meetings for parents wishing to work with services to
influence decision-making and service delivery.

o Activities take place on a weekly basis in each cluster.

¢ One parentengagementactivity every two weeks in each cluster area.

Consultation responses (Weekly parent engagement)

Table 53: How members of the public responded to weekly parent engagement proposal (online and paper booklet)

I have no et EtifEs] el anEst LT Not Numbers of Response rate

Respondent type (public) online opinion me/us in a me/us in a affect me / applicable Statement only responses (online/pa er booklet)
P negative way | positive way us bp P pap
a Leicester resident 2 5 1 14 3 25 (17%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 8
berson aged 0-19 17 11 1 59 19 110 (76%) 3306
a parent or carer of a child / young 1 3 4 (3%)
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 145 of the 441 members
a young person aged 19 or under 3 1 4 (3%) | of the public taking part
—— - - in the consultation online
An individual who hires space in a o | M
children’s centre (public) 1 1(1%) | and through the paper
Other 1 1 (1% booklet responded to
(1%) this proposal.

Not selected
Total 20 (14%) 17 (12%) 2 (1%) 80 (55%) 23 (16%) 3 (2%) 145 (100%)
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Table 54: How stakeholders responded to the weekly parent engagement proposal (online)

It will affect It will affect It won’t
R I have no | me/them in a ; affect Not Numbers of Response rate (online
espondent type (stakeholder) L - me/them in a . Statement only
opinion negative o me/my applicable responses only)
positive way .
way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 26 22 3 18 8 1 78 (76%)
A referral agency / organisation 2 4 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1 (1%) 71%
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre & An 102 of the 143
individual or organisation that hires stakeholders taking part in
space in a children’s centre the consultation online
A service provider / partner 2 4 1 7 (7%) | responded to this proposal.
organisation
An individual or organisation that hires 1 1 (1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 3 1 3 7 (7%)
from a children’s centre
Other 1 1 2 (2%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 32 (31%) 26 (25%) 3 (3%) 27 (26%) 13 (13%) 1 (1%) 102 (100%)
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Table 55: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Themes Key messages (Weekly parent engagement) et Council's response
statements
Comments about the Feedback
service, proposals and [Supportive of the proposal: i.e. supports the change 24 a) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Comments about the scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
service, proposals and [Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’timplement the proposal 8|¢) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
consultation d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the communication strategy.
service, proposals and (Service information: e.g. parents unlikely to attend if they have to pay. 5|e) Of the 8 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 1 could not be implemented because they
consultation - would not be cost effective; and 7 are already a feature of the proposed service offer.
Suggested potential ) o o - Comments on service suggestions
::l::isal(sc;f the Impact on service users: e.g. impact on participation opportunities. 10 1) Using the councils principles for Channel Shift, there will be a greater emphasis on providing a range of
information including signposting to other services using a range of formats which are accessible to all.
2) The service will seek to connect existing local volunteers who are unable to travel to other centres with
other organisations in the local area.
::55:::2:&“ service Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. work more closely with partners, parent 3 A Chéhge 'tO the "n't'al proposa! Is rt'eclomme'nde'd = de'talls below: )
representative, options for working parents, run every 2 weeks. 1. Participation of children and parents in decision making will continue as part of everyday practice rather
and proposal than prescribed as weekly through the various mechanisms used by staff to influence service improvement.
2. The service will be flexible and create opportunities for families to engage in decision making and shaping
of services outside of traditional working times e.g.) weekends.
Questions Various questions 12
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23. Question 22 — Welfare rights

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

o Thewelfarerightsservice providesadviceandguidance on
arange of issues that include debt management, benefits
and financial support.

o A free weekly welfare rights advice service is currently
available in each cluster.

e Options include drop-in sessions and face to face

appointments.

¢ The council-runwelfare rights serviceinchildren’s centres will end on

31 March 2017.

¢ Information will be available on the online Family Information Directory
families.leicester.gov.uk

Consultation responses (Welfare rights)

Table 56: How members of the public responded to the welfare rights proposal (online and paper booklet)

. . | have no 7l af_fect I il af_fect It won’t affect Not Statement Numbers of Response rate

REepEmEE §2e i Ie) emine opinion ELS [0 & ES [ & me / us applicable onl responses (online/paper booklet)
P negative way | positive way pp y P pap

a Leicester resident 2 15 5 14 4 4 44 (18%)
a parent or carer of a child / young 0
person aged 0-19 11 94 5 59 17 5 191 (77%) 56%
a parent or carer of a child / young 2
person aged 0-19 & pregnant 1 3 1 1 6 (2%) Z?I’?eog)ltjtg)(lai?‘tl;kri?wzmpgﬂsinc’f
a young person aged 19 or under s 1 1 o (2 the consultation online
Aq individual who hire; space in a 1 1 (0.5%) and through the paper
children’s centre (public) booklet responded to this
Other 2 2 (1%) proposal.
Not selected
Total 13 (5%) 112 (45%) 10 (4%) 80 (32%) 23 (9%) 11 (4%) 249 (100%)
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Table 57: How stakeholders responded to the welfare rights proposal (online)

It will affect

It will affect

It won’t affect

Respondent type (stakeholder) I ha_vg no me/them in a me/them in a me/my NOt Statement Numbers of Respanse rate (online
opinion : L . applicable only responses only)
negative way positive way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 15 48 2 5 9 6 85 (73%)
A referral agency / organisation 1 3 5 (4%)
A referral agency / organisation & An 2 2 (2%)
organisation that delivers services
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An 1 1 (1%)
organisation that delivers services 81%
from a children’s centre & An
individual or organisation that hires 116 of the 143 stakeholders
space in a children’s centre taking part in the
A service provider / partner 1 5 2 1 1 10 (9%) consultation online
organisation responded to this proposal.
An individual or organisation that hires 1 1 (1%)
space in a children’s centre
An organisation that delivers services 5 2 1 8 (7%)
from a children’s centre
Other 2 1 3 (3%)
Not selected 1 1 (1%)
Total 17 (15%) 68 (59%) 2 (2%) 10 (9%) 12 (10%) 7 (6%) 116 (100%)
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Table 58: Consultation feedback —themes and key message

Themes

Key messages (Welfare rights)

Numbers of
statements

Council's response

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Service user benefits: e.g. popular and frequently used, families whose first language is not
English

Feedback

a) All comments have been considered and noted.

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Supportive of the proposal: i.e. support provided elsewhere

b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
c) A''Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. Don’t cut welfare rights, where will people go.

78

d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
communication strategy.

e) Of the 71 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 50 could not be implemented because they
would not be cost affective; 19 are already a feature of the proposed service offer; and 1 do not meet service

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Service information: e.g. parents unlikely to attend if they have to pay.

user needs as identified through service data. One service suggestion, concerning funding and delivery
arrangements, is recommended for consideration.

Suggested potential

Comments on service suggestions
1) A meeting took place with the affected service area to understand more about the benefits of this service,

impacts (of the Impact on service users: e.g. impact on participation opportunities. 198
proposals)
Suggested potential
) B8 P Impact on access to the service : e.g. children centre building proposals will impact on
impacts (of the .
access to the service.
proposals)

the impact of proposed reductions and discuss alternative proposals. This resulted in an alternative proposal
which been accepted for recommendation as outlined below.
2) A range of information was presented from the Welfare Rights service affected which evidenced that the

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. more not less support, deliver service
differently (reduce/by appointment only)

service was delivering from 11 centres, responding to demand but that a significant percentage of those
accessing appointments were adults with no children in the household.

A Change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:

Questions

Various questions

1) An alternative proposal has been submitted by the affected service to reduce the annual funding by 40%.
This would result in the service being able to offer appointments from 6 - 8 of the 12 centres spread across the
clusters for families who are eligible to access any of the councils early help services.

2) A 40% reduction to the annual grant is now proposed instead of a 100% reduction which would retain
resources to provide welfare rights services from each cluster to families accessing early help services.
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24.

Question 23 — Early help response team

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

social care.

o Theearly helpresponseteamisa central citywide team that:
e Screensallrequests fortargeted early help and allocates them to
clusters to pick up work. This includes referrals from children's

e Undertakes return interviews for children and young people who are
not known to social care and have been identified as 'missing'.
o Completes short term work with families.

e The key change is that the team will also become the one central advice
point for members of the public and professionals to access telephone
support for advice and signposting.

e This will not stop people being able to access direct support through
walking into any of the centres. Return interviews will become the
responsibility of the newly developed CSE (child sexual exploitation) and
Missing team.

Consultation responses (Early help response team)_Only stakeholders responded to this guestion.

Table 59: How stakeholders responded to the welfare rights proposal (online)

It will affect

It will affect

It won’t affect

Respondent type (stakeholder) I:;\;?Onno me/them ina | me/themin a me/my appll\ilgztslble Sta;irlr;/ent l\rlgsir;)t;?]r;ec;f Responsgnrl?lt)e (online
negative way | positive way client(s)
A member of staff (LCC or other) 13 33 10 16 4 82 (71%)
A referral agency / organisation 1 1 2 1 5 (5%)
A referral agency / organisation & An
organisation that delivers services 1 1(1%)
from a children’s centre
A referral agency/organisation & An
organisation that delivers services 81%
from a children’s centre & An 0 (0%)
individual or organisation that hires 116 of the 143 stakeholders
space in a children’s centre taking part in the
A service provider / partner 0 consultation online
organisation 1 3 1 1 1 7(7%) responded to this proposal.
An individual or organisation that hires o
space in a children’s centre 1 1(1%)
An organisation that delivers services g
from a children’s centre 2 3 1 ! 1 8 (8%)
Other 1 1 2 (2%)
Not selected 1 1(1%)
Total 18 (18%) | 41 (40.5%) 12 (12%) | 21(20.5%) 2 (2%) 7(7%) | 101 (100%)
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Table 60: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

and proposal

partnership with children's social care,

Questions

Various questions

Themes Key messages (Early help response) Numbers of Council's response

statements

Comments about the Feedback

service, proposals and [Supportive of the proposal: i.e. Once central advice point 21|a) All comments have been considered and noted.

consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

Comments about the c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

service, proposals and |Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. service needs to be available in all areas. 9|d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future

consultation communication strategy.
e) Of the 16 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 1 would not be viable/practicable to

Suggested potential . .

) implement; and 15 are already a feature of the proposed service offer.

impacts (of the Impact on staff: e.g. workload 17 A N

proposals) Comments on service suggestions
1) There will continue to be a reduced Early Help Response team (EHRT) as part of the one front door response,

Suggested potential which will provide a citywide telephone advice point and triage all requests for early help services. This will

impacts (of the Impact on service users: e.g. more difficult to engage and get information. 9linclude progressing requests through to a new partnership allocations hub. (refer to interface with social care

proposals) for more details on the partnership hub)

S e 2) Th,e EHRT will deve.lop its multi-agency response by co-locating with the police, mental health and early

impacts (of the Impact on partners: e.g. increased referrals to children's social care. years heélth profess'lonals. . . . . i .

_— 3)The.y will also prov.lde the |nt-erface between council early help serwcgs 'fmd ch.lldrer\ s social car‘e Due to
capacity, the EHRT will stop doing some of the current work they do which is outlined in proposal 'interface
with social care'

S 4)Consideration was given to having an answer machine service for out of hours, however would increase the

) X Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. clear criteria and referral process, better workload to work through any calls that are logged. Therefore, the Advice Point will be open each weekday

concerning the service 16

and working hours. If there are any concerns, callers can still access the Duty and Advice service which is 24
hours, 7 days per week.

4) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff
review.

. No change to the initial proposal is recommended.
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25. Question 24 — Interface with children’s social care

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

1. Stepdown of all cases from social care, where targeted early
help is still required for a period of time, as an early help
assessment with an identified lead worker and partners working
together with the family.

The aim is to prevent escalation and support family to meet their
needs independently with universal services.

2. Joint work with social care providing families with support
services for a specific piece of work as part of their social care
plan.

e This service will continue. However, responses to requests for support may be
subject to a delay due to the proposaltoreduce and/or prioritisation of the
numbers of staff thatcould supportthisservice.

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

65



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

Table 61: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

and proposal

and responsibilities.

Key messages (Interface with social [Numbers of -
Themes care) I Council's response
Comments about the
. Supportive of the proposal:i.e. Feedback
service, proposals and supports retention of the service 4(3) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular scrutiny to inform future planning and decision
Comments about the . makin
A Not supportive of the proposal: e.g. g
service, proposals and reduces resources for families 10|c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
consultation d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future communication strategy.
Comments about the  [Service user benefits: e.g. popular e) Of the 15 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 1 would not be viable/practicable to implement; and 14 are already a feature of the
service, proposals and (and frequently used, families 2| yroposed service offer. Two service suggestions are recommended for consideration, which concerns how to better manage service capacity to meet
consultation whose first language is not English demand.
Comments about the |Comments about the consultation: . .
. - ) ) Comments on service suggestions
service, proposals and |e.g. more information required . . . N .
B about the proposal 1) Changes to staff working arrangements will be considered as part of the separate organisational staff review.
Suzzested potential impact on service u.sers- R 2. In response to concerns raised by social care professionals regarding the reduced capacity to respond to support social care, a bespoke additional
imggacts (ofpthe co:cerned about oten;iaigaela sin 30 consultation forum was arranged for social care staff to discuss concerns with separate discussions taking place with senior managers of social care
- B ¥ services.
proposals) support. L. . A
e e A change to the initial proposal is recommended - details below:
impacts (of the Impact on staff: e.g. capacity 5|1) The Early Help Response team will continue to undertake joint work with the Single Assessment Team where it is considered that it may result in early
proposals) help support.
Suggested potential 2) The council’s early help service will no longer be able to undertake joint work on cases that are open to child protection, child in need or LAC plans,
impacts (of the Impact on partners: e.g. demand 13|therefore will only take cases that are ‘stepped down’ (families no longer require statutory social care intervention but still require support to prevent
proposals) will increase escalation). As one of the six criteria for troubled families are children subject to social care intervention, this falls within the new parameters of the
Suggested potential Impact on service provision: e.g. service alongside other eligibility criteria as outlined in our priorities children's list.
impacts (of the capacity, service may become over- 12| In relation to staff capacity and meeting the needs of families, priority has been given to step down rather than joint work as this will enable a smoother
proposals) subscribed. transition for families to meet their needs independently and increase the likelihood of not requiring further high cost and statutory intervention. Data
over the period April 15 to March 16 has evidenced that of all cases stepped down from social care to early help, 98% of those did not come back to social
care. To date this year, 82% of step downs have not gone back to social care.
3)The EHRT will no longer attend initial social care conferences but will attend reviews where ‘step down’ is being considered.
4) The Early Help Partnership Allocations hub will be responsible for picking up direct work with families within their agencies remit as part of an multi
Suggestions Suggestions concerning service agency early help assessment.
concerning the service |delivery: e.g. clarity around roles 15 5) This service will contribute to an ‘edge of care response’ to prevent children and young people coming into care in a number of ways in addition to the

Questions

Various questions.

overall service offer:

5a)The Family group conferencing service will be located within Early Help to provide specialist mediation and resilience planning at an earlier stage
when risk is first identified whilst upskilling early help and social care staff to embed FGC principles within their work to prevent family breakdown.

5b) Expand the remit of the multi-agency support panel (MASP) to provide advice and resources for any case across early help and social care that is stuck,
high cost and escalating with an interface with the resource and placement panel for children’s social care.

5c) Utilise Troubled Families funding to spot purchase short term specialist resources for families within the early help threshold but identified as edge of
care.
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26.

Question 25 — Partnership and workforce development

Proposal

Currentsituation

Proposed option for consultation

Leicester City Councilcommissions a voluntary service provider
to manage a partnership early help workforce development
programme on a range of topics to improve the skills of the
workforce to support families in the community.

Workforce development will continue to be commissioned from a non-council
provider

Respondents were only asked if they wanted to make any comments about this proposal and the responses they provided are detailed in the

following table.

Table 62: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

and proposal

Themes Key messages (Partnership and workforce development) Numbers of Council's response

statements
Comments about the Feedback
service, proposals and |Supportive of the proposal: i.e. supportive of the proposal 13|2) All comments have been considered and noted.
consultation b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
Corn.ments about the Service user benefits: e.g. popular and frequently used, families whose first language is not scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.
service, proposals and English 1) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.
consultation d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future
Comments about the communication strategy.
service, proposals and |Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal. 2|6) Of the 12 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 11 are already a feature of the proposed service
consultation offer. One service suggestion concerning the responsiveness of the service is recommended for
Suggestions consideration.
concerning the service [Commission differently: e.g. deliver in house by the council. 13

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on staff: e.g. workload

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional
needs, low income families.

1
No changes to the initial proposal are recommended.

Suggested potential

Impact on partners: e.g. demand/costs will increase 1
imEacts (of the P P & /
impacts (of the Impact on service provision: e.g. quality and costs 12
Ic)
Questions Various questions 8

Comments on service suggestions

1) We will continue to develop opportunities for staff and external agencies to be trained together, exploring
opportunities to co-deliver provision with external agencies.

2) Itis not cost effective to bring the service in house at this stage as it meets a specific need which cannot be
met within a reduced staffing structure.

67



APPENDIX H — Consultation Analysis

27. Question 26 — Any other comments

Table 63: Consultation feedback —themes and key messages

Themes

Key messages (Any other comments)

Numbers of
statements

Council's response

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Supportive of the proposals overall

Feedback

a) All comments have been considered and noted.

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

No supportive of the proposals overall

3

=

b) Suggested impacts are referenced within the equality impact assessment and will be subject to regular
scrutiny to inform future planning and decision making.

c) A 'Lessons learnt' log has been developed to take into account processes undertaken for this consultation.

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Service user benefits: e.g. services essential for families

d) Where appropriate, questions have been responded to, otherwise, they have informed our future

communication strategy.

e) Of the 28 service suggestions submitted to the consultation: 13 would not be viable/practicable to

Comments about the
service, proposals and
consultation

Comments about the consultation: e.g. more information required about the proposal.

25

implement; and (13) are already a feature of the proposed service offer.

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on staff: e.g. workload

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on service users: e.g. children, parents, families, carers, children with additional
needs, low income families.

22

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on partners: e.g. demand/costs will increase

Suggested potential
impacts (of the
proposals)

Impact on service provision: e.g. quality and costs

Suggestions
concerning the service
and proposal

Suggestions concerning service delivery: e.g. charge, make the savings from elsewhere

26

Questions

Various questions
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28. Appendix 1 - Equality monitoring

Table 1: Ethnicity - online and paper booklet (public and stakeholder)

Contal| Gost | dorth | west | Sout | WSt | informaion ot | Totl
Cluster available
White: British 3 19 9 24 21 38 152 266 (46%)
Asian or Asian British: Indian 30 10 16 7 6 2 18 89 (15%)
White: European 4 2 9 16 (3%)
Black or Black British: Caribbean 2 2 7 12 (2%)
Black or Black British: African 3 5 8 (1%)
Other ethnic group: Any other ethnic group 2 1 4 7 (1%)
Asian or Asian British: Pakistani 2 3 1 6 (1%)
Asian or Asian British: Any other Asian 1 2 2 5 (1%)
Black or Black British: Any other Black 1 3 4 (1%)
buéI/MuItipie Heritage: White & Black Caribbean 4 4 (1%)
Dual/Multiple Heritage: Any other heritage 2 1 3 (1%)
Dual/Multipie Heritage: White & Black African 3 3 (1%)
Somali 1 2 0 3 (1%)
Dual/Multiple Heritage: White & Asian 1 1 2 (0.5%)
White: Any other White background 1 1 0 2 (0.5%)
Asian or Asian British: Bangladeshi 1 0 2 (0.5%)
Chinese 0 1 (0.5%)
White: Irish 1 1 (0.5%)
Prefer not to say 1 2 1 2 5 38 49 (8%)
Ethnicity information not provided 3 3 4 8 5 78 101 (17%)
0
Total e e o | oo (o0 I
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Table 2: Ethnicity - Focus groups (public and stakeholder)

Ethnicity Central East North North West South West inforcn|1l§it§rr1 - Total
Cluster Cluster | Cluster Cluster Cluster | Cluster available

White British 8 8 1 16 14 7 10 64 (10%)
Indian 19 15 17 2 3 56 (9%)
Pakistani 6 4 12 (2%)
Any other Asian Background 1 1 6 (1%)
Caribbean 1 4 6 (1%)
White European 2 4 6 (1%)
African 1 2 1 4 (1%)
Chinese 4 4 (1%)
White and black Caribbean 2 2 4 (1%)
Bangladeshi 3 3 (0.5%)
Any other 2 2 (0.5%)
Somali 1 1 2 (0.5%)
White and Asian 2 2 (0.5%)
White Irish 1 2 (0.5%)
Any other background 1 (0.5%)
No response 466 466 (73%)
Total 47 (7%) | 38 (6%) | 24 (4%) 30 (5%) | 15 (2%) 7 (1%) 479 (75%) | 640 (100%)
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Table 3: Gender - online and paper booklets (public and stakeholder)

North Cluster
Gender Central East North West South West information not Total
available
Female 27 31 23 43 19 43 179 365 (63%)
Male 11 3 6 2 6 2 40 70 (12%)
Prefer not to 1 0 0 0 1 5 30 37 (6%)
say
Not answered 4 6 4 7 6 1 84 112 (19%)
Total 43 (7%) 40 (7%) | 33 (6%) | 52 (9%) | 32 (5%) | 51 (9%) 333 (57%) | 584 (100%)
Table 4: Gender - focus groups (public and stakeholder)
Cluster
Gender Central East North North West South West information not Total
available
Female 40 34 21 27 15 5 13 155 (24%)
Male 6 4 3 3 2 18 (3%)
Prefer not to say 1 1 (0.5%)
No answered 466 466 (73%)
Total 47 (7%) | 38 (6%) | 24 (4%) 30 (5%) | 15 (2%) 7 (1%) 479 (79%) | 640 (100%)
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Table 5: Disability - online and paper booklets (public and stakeholder)

North Cluster

Disabled Central East North West South West information not Total
available
Yes 3 3 6 5 5 5 20 47 (8%)
No 35 29 20 39 13 40 171 347 (59%)
Prefer not to
say 5 2 5 1 4 3 42 62 (11%)
Not answered 0 6 2 7 10 3 100 128 (22%)
Total 43 (7%) | 40 (7%) | 33 (6%) | 52 (9%) | 32 (5%) | 51 (9%) 333 (57%) | 584 (100%)
Table 6: Disability - focus groups (public and stakeholder)
Cluster
Disabled Central | East North North West South West information | Total
not available

Yes 5 3 2 1 3 2 16 (3%)
No 40 34 20 25 11 7 10 147 (23%)
Prefer not to say 1 2 3 (0.5%)
Not answered 2 1 1 2 1 467 474 (74%)
Total 47 (7%) | 38 (6%) | 24 (4%) 30(5%) | 15(2%) | 7 (1%) 479 (75%) 640 (100%)
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Table 7: Religion - online and paper booklets (public and stakeholder)

Religion Central East North North West South West Cluﬁtoef[r;c;?lggilon Total
Atheist 1 4 0 1 11 23 43 (7%)
Buddhist 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 (1%)
Christian 3 4 3 16 11 14 62 113 (19%)
Hindu 5 6 12 4 0 0 8 35 (6%)
Jain 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 (0.5%)
Jewish 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 (0.5%)
Muslim 28 5 5 3 0 0 14 55 (9%)
Sikh 1 2 1 1 0 0 5 10 (2%)
Any other religion (please specify) 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 6 (1%)
No religion 1 5 1 13 9 20 57 106 (18%)
Prefer not to say 1 6 5 2 2 6 53 75 (13%)
Not Answered 2 7 5 11 5 0 104 134 (23%)
Total 43 (7%) 40 (7%) 33 (6%) 52 (9%) | 32 (5%) 51 (9%) 333 (57%) | 584 (100%)
Table 8: Religion - focus groups (public and stakeholder)

Religion Central | East North North West South West mﬁoﬁﬁi&%n CIUSter;C;?IZE?e“O” not Total
Muslim 26 12 13 1 1 53 (8%)
Christian 4 6 4 14 3 3 3 37 (6%)
No religion 3 3 9 8 1 3 27 (4%)
Hindu 2 10 6 1 1 2 22 (3%)
Atheist 4 1 1 2 2 1 11 (2%)
Blank 2 2 2 2 8 (1%)
Sikh 5 2 7 (1%)
Prefer not to say 1 2 1 1 1 6 (1%)
Buddhist 2 (0.5%)
Any other religion 1 1 (0.5%)
No answered 466 466 (73%)
Total 47 (7%) | 38 (6%) 24 (4%) 30 (5%) | 15 (2%) 7 (1%) 13 (2%) 466 (73%) 640 (100%)

Table 9: Sexuality - online and paper booklets (public and stakeholder)
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Sexuality Central East North North West South West N mfc_)rmatlon not Total
available

Heterosexual / 29 25 20 34 21 44 167 | 340 (58%)
straight

Bisexual 1 0 1 1 5 (1%)
Gay / lesbian 0 1 0 0 0 3 4 (1%)
Other (please 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 (1%)
specify)

Prefer not to say 6 5 3 3 4 4 47 72 (12%)
Not Answered 7 9 10 14 6 1 113 160 (27%)
Total 43 (7%) 40 (7%) 33 (6%) 52 (9%) 32 (5%) 51 (9%) 333 (57%) | 584 (100%)

Table 10: Sexuality - focus groups (public and stakeholder)
Sexuality Central East North North West South West et mfc_)rmatlon 13 Total
available

Heterosexual / straight 26 12 11 16 9 8 20 102 (49%)
Bisexual 1 1 2 (1%)
Gay / lesbian 1 1 (0.5%)
Prefer not to say 5 2 3 1 1 5 17 (8%)
Not answered 7 7 10 13 6 45 88 (42%)
Total 39 (19%) 22 (10%) 21 (10%) 33 (16%) 16 (8%) 9 (4%) 70 (33%) | 210 (100%)
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