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Executive summary 
A comprehensive consultation programme which encompassed the three strands relating to the 
proposals for the development of early intervention and preventative services for children, young 
people and families in South Gloucestershire was organised. It involved engaging and consulting 
with staff, service users, the voluntary and community sector, town and parish councils and the 
wider public. The consultation period was open for 12 weeks from 1st March until 25th May 2012 
and is fully compliant with the council’s consultation policies including the compact and parish 
charter. 

This consultation programme involved surveys (paper and online), six public meetings, staff 
briefings and a wide range of information provided through consultation documents which were 
widely distributed and available online. Staff also attended briefings and meetings with a wide 
range of stakeholders to raise awareness of the consultation, explain the proposals and answer 
questions. 

In total the council received 662 responses to the surveys, 100 letters and e-mails, 13 youth centre 
submissions, 49 expressions of interest, 22 staff responses, 138 people attended the public 
meetings and 125 young people attended the youth conference.  

Overarching themes 
 Respondents were concerned about how we would identify those most in need. They 

considered that people moved in and out of need and were hard to identify. In need people 
were not just in priority neighbourhoods or low socio-economic groups and to limit provision 
to a small number was discriminatory. They felt that the provision of universal, open access 
services were an important way of identifying people who would benefit from more targeted 
support.  

 Respondents were generally opposed to the loss of universal services and open access 
provision provided at children’s centres and through youth centres.  

 They were concerned about the accessibility of services if bases were reduced. This was 
particularly an issue for rural areas lacking in good transport connections. 

 There was a general preference for services to remain under direct council control and 
management. Respondents were concerned about the potential for privatisation, 
outsourcing and commissioning of services from other providers, particularly in relation to a 
perceived reduction in quality and a loss of coordination. They felt it would make it more 
difficult to join things up and monitor service provision and standards.  

 There was a general awareness of the current economic climate and the council’s need to 
make savings. However respondents were concerned about the size of the funding cuts in 
this area and the impact this would have on service delivery and on children, young people, 
families as well as the wider community. Some were concerned that the proposed savings 
could have long term negative consequences on crime, anti-social behaviour and 
community cohesion. 

 There was general support for the principles of early intervention and prevention, CAF, 
single business process and the “no wrong door” approach although there were concerns 
about whether the proposals would have the capacity to deliver them all effectively 
compared to the current status quo. 

 There were a considerable number of positive comments about current service provision 
and staff, including stories about the impact that services have had on individuals. 

 There was some criticism of the consultation process including the lack of pre-consultation 
engagement to undertake research and develop proposals, the availability, accessibility 
and quality of information and statistics provided, the choice of options provided and lack of 
promotion and public awareness of the consultation. 
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Consultation objectives  
The purpose of this consultation was to: 

 Inform stakeholders about the current position and rationale for the transformation 
reviews affecting integrated services for children and young people and the 
anticipated timescales for the project. 

 Provide stakeholders with the relevant information necessary to enable them to 
make informed representations as part of the consultation process. 

 Clearly explain to stakeholders the different options, financial and service 
implications and any project constraints. 

 Ensure that the consultation meets the council’s legal requirements and policies. 

 Provide a framework for consultation that enables stakeholders to participate in 
timely, accessible and appropriate manner suitable to their needs. 

 Ensure a suitable response level to the consultation so that Councillors can make 
informed decisions based on the needs and views of local people. 
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Consultation approach and methodology 
A dedicated consultation plan was drawn up and agreed by the project board and Director 
of Children & Young People and the Executive Member for Children and Young People. 

The consultation on the council’s proposals was open for 12 weeks from 1 March 2012 for 
until 25 May 2012. 
 
Consultation was targeted across three groups – staff, current and potential service users 
and partners and other stakeholders. Tailored messages were developed for each 
consultation audience and a lead officer identified to take responsibility for ensuring that 
the consultation was undertaken as planned. 

Consultation with staff included: 

 South Gloucestershire Council Staff potentially affected 

 Trade Unions 

 Other internal departments and teams with an interest 

 Councillors 

 
Consultation with current and potential service users included: 

 Children’s Centre Users 

 Children’s Centre Advisory boards and local networks 

 Potential service users 

 Young people service users accessing the following services; Youth Service, DAT, 
YOT, Teen Pregnancy, Sexual Health, Young people in Care, CaMHS, Connexions 

 Young People – non service users 

 
Consultation with partners and other stakeholders included: 

 Parish & Town Councils 

 Voluntary & community sector organisations 

 Health Service Partners 

 Commissioned service providers 

 Potential commissioned service providers 

 FE & HE and training providers 

 Schools 

 Building providers / host sites landlords 

 Criminal justice organisations including Police, Probation Service and Courts 

 Childminders and child care providers 

 



Page 5 of 19 

The general public were made aware of the consultation via media coverage and 
community promotion directing people to the website or contact phone number. 

Information was also distributed via South Gloucestershire CVS, the Care Forum. 

A dedicated website was set up to support the consultation and provide a hub for all 
information relating to the project. This website included; 

 The full consultation document and a summary of the proposals 
 An online survey to print out or complete online 
 Information about our buildings and how to express an interest in them 
 Information about the support available to voluntary and community 

organisations 
 Information for young people and youth version of the survey to print out or 

complete online 
 Frequently asked questions  
 Glossary of terms 
 Copies of the consultation summary translated into Arabic, Chinese, French, 

Polish and easy read (for people with learning difficulties) 
 Copy of the draft Equality Impact Assessment for comments 

 
The full list of documents made available to support the consultation and the number of 
times they were downloaded is available from the website. 
 
A series of public drop in events were also held where people could find out more, ask 
questions and provide feedback on the proposals.  

 19th March 7pm to 9pm Filton Community Centre, Elm Park, Filton 
 21st March 10am to 12pm Kingswood Civic Centre 
 22nd March 2pm to 4pm Turnberries Community Centre, Thornbury 
 27th March 7pm to 9pm The Grange school, Warmley 
 29th March 7pm to 9pm Ridings International Winterbourne Academy 
 2nd April 7pm to 9pm Shireway Community Centre, Yate 

The project team also attended a number of other meetings, networks, events and staff 
meetings organised by other organisations to provide further information and gather views. 

A dedicated e-mail address, phone number and freepost address was set up to handle 
enquires and receive comments and consultation responses. 

The consultation approach was fully compliant with the council’s consultation policies 
including the voluntary and community sector compact and parish charter. 
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Overall consultation response 
The consultation received a considerable consultation response.  
 
The number of people responding to different aspects of the consultation is set out below. 
 
Consultation surveys 223 (including 779 individual comments) 
Youth surveys 439 (including 1026 individual comments) 
Letter and e-mail correspondence 100 
Staff correspondence 44 
Expressions of interest 49 
Attendance at staff briefings 228 
Attendance at youth conference 125 
Attendance at public consultation events 138 
Youth centre submissions 13 including 246 letters from young people, 

parents and partners, usage data and 
statistics, 20 case studies, an animation, a 
song and a video 

 
In addition to this, senior staff attended over 30 meetings, networks, partnerships and 
parish councils to raise awareness of the consultation, explain the proposals and answer 
questions. It estimated that over 300 people attended these sessions. 
Meetings were also set up with people considering expressing an interest in any of the 
buildings.  
 
 
 
Due to the overall consultation approach and the methodology used to conduct this 
consultation, the findings cannot be seen as statistically representative or reliable.  
The responses however can be used as an indicator of issues and feeling within the 
community. 
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Overall approach 
 
The main consultation survey asked two questions about the councils overall approach 
and invited comments on them. Responses about our overall approach were also received 
via letters, e-mails, at events and other feedback. 
 
Overall approach 
The main consultation survey asked respondents how strongly they agreed or disagreed 
with the council’s proposed overall approach. 
 
The majority of people who responded to this question in the survey (59%) disagreed with 
the overall approach proposed, with just over a fifth (22%) agreeing with it. The remaining 
fifth (21%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 
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18.4%

40.8%

2.9%
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Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
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In total we received 225 comments via the survey, at meetings and through other letters 
and e-mails about the council’s proposed overall approach and the following issues were 
raised: 
 

 There were a considerable number of positive comments about the current service 
and the staff delivering them.  

 Respondents were generally opposed to the loss of universal services and open 
access provision provided at children’s centres and through youth centres.  

 Respondents were concerned about how we would identify those most in need. 
They felt that the provision of universal, open access services were an important 
way of identifying people who would benefit from more targeted support.  

 Respondents were concerned about the accessibility of services if bases were 
reduced. This was particularly an issue for rural areas lacking in good transport 
connections. 
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 There was a general preference for services to remain under direct council control 

and management. Respondents were concerned about a reduction in services, 
monitoring service standards and a loss of coordination if services were 
commissioned from external providers. 

 Respondents were concerned about the size of the funding cuts in this area and the 
impact this would have on service delivery and on children, young people, families 
and the wider community. They felt more consideration should be given to finding 
savings / additional income from other sources to continue to maintain funding 
levels for children, young people and families as they were seen as a priority area 

 Some respondents questioned the desire and capacity of groups / parish & town 
councils to deliver these kind of services. They wanted to know what would happen 
to the service and buildings if groups don’t come forward.  

 There was general support for the principles of early intervention and prevention, 
the common assessment framework (CAF), single business process and the “no 
wrong door” approach. 

 There was some criticism of the consultation process including the lack of pre-
consultation engagement to undertake research and develop proposals, the 
availability, accessibility and quality of information and statistics provided, the 
choice of options provided and the lack of public awareness of the consultation. 
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Commissioning services from external providers 
The main consultation survey also asked respondents how strongly they agreed or 
disagreed with commissioning more services from external providers 
 
Two thirds of people who responded to this question in the survey (66%) disagreed with 
commissioning more services from external providers. Only a fifth (21%) agreed. The 
remaining 13% neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 
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In total we received 367 comments via the survey, at meetings and through other letters 
and e-mails about commissioning more services from external providers and the following 
issues were raised: 
 

 There was a clear preference for services to remain under council control although 
there was some support for commissioning (mostly from voluntary community 
sector and current providers) 

 There were concerns about the impact that commissioning services could have on 
existing multi-agency partnership working and cooperation, particularly with regards 
to information sharing, duplication of effort and differing objectives. 

 There was concern that any commissioning of services would be cost/profit driven 
rather than service, quality or customer driven and that quality and longer term 
development work could be less valued and that it becomes a numbers game. 

 Some respondents were concerned that costs could be passed onto service users 
and the impact that this could have on people on low incomes. 

 There was a desire to see a strong quality assurance model used for any 
commissioning with robust monitoring arrangements and strong accountability. 

 Respondents were concerned that commissioning would lead to a postcode lottery 
depending on the service provider and area with variable quality and services 
provided, which could lead people falling through gaps.  
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 There were lots of positive comments about existing staff and respondents were 
concerned about the loss of experience, knowledge and skills and whether staff 
would have the capacity to deliver services if the proposals were to proceed. There 
was concern about how commissioning would impact on existing staff including job 
losses, reduction in pay and conditions, qualifications, training and support.  

 Some respondents raised the issue of the experience and capacity of the voluntary 
& community sector and parish & town councils to deliver these types of services. 
They were also concerned about their reliance on grant funding and volunteers and 
questioned whether this was a sustainable financial model for service delivery. 

 Concerns were raised about any changes to service delivery adversely affecting 
service users especially if there was a loss of continuity, consistency of provision, 
and trust. 

 Some viewed commissioning as ideological, politically driven, high risk, unproven 
and felt that there was a lack of clear information and outcomes to support this 
change. 

 Several respondents suggested an option C – To commission a consortium of local 
VCS providers. 
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Strand 2 – Targeted support for parents and families 
The main consultation survey asked several questions about the proposals for targeted 
support for parents and families and invited comments on them. Responses about 
targeted support for parents and families were also received via letters, e-mails, at events 
and other feedback. 
 
Key findings for targeted support for parents and families 
 

 The council’s proposals for targeted support for parents and families was generally 
supported. 

 Respondents felt that early intervention and prevention was really important. 

 There was general support for a whole family approach with dedicated and named 
family support workers, providing consistency and continuity. 

 Respondents supported the formation of an integrated team, managed by the 
council and felt that it would reduce duplication and improve coordination and the 
support available. 

 Respondents wanted more clarification of how this team would work with the two 
other integrated teams, particularly in relation to how this team would work with the 
children’s centres.  

 Strong partnership working and integration with schools, the NHS and health staff 
was seen as particularly important. 

 The issue of how families needing support would be identified was raised, 
particularly in relation to the reduction of universal provision and the number of 
children’s centres. 
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Supporting families through an integrated family solutions service 
Just over half of respondents to this question (54%) agreed with the proposals for an 
integrated family solutions service, with only 14% disagreeing. However a third of 
respondents (33%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 
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Providing parenting support through an integrated family solutions service 
Just over half of respondents to this question (54%) agreed with the proposals to provide 
parenting support through an integrated family solutions service with 14% disagreeing. 
However a nearly a third of respondents (32%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not 
know. 
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Options for delivering an integrated family solutions service 
Just over half of respondents to this question (52%) preferred the integrated family 
solutions service to be council operated and 14% wanted it to be commissioned from an 
external provider. Just over a third of respondents (34%) had no preference or did not 
know. 
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Responses from staff 
In total we received 67 staff responses to the consultation, which included 45 survey 
responses and 22 letters and e-mails.  
 
Although some of the issues raised by staff were also raised by other respondents, staff 
had some specific issues including: 

 Staff were strongly in favour of option A retaining services under council control and 
were concerned that if they were commissioned out current partnership and 
integrated working would be damaged and information sharing would suffer. 

 Staff were concerned that any changes would be unsettling to staff and service 
users, would affect morale and that there would be less opportunities for training. 

 There was general support for an integrated family solutions team. 
 Staff in the parenting team wanted to be retained as a specialist team within the 

preventative services structure.  
 Staff in the Education Welfare Service were keen that they were retained as a 

specialist team and wanted the opportunity to become a traded service rather than 
a part of the integrated family solutions team. 

 Staff wanted clarity on how work in an integrated family solutions service would  be 
coordinated with integrated services for both early years and young people. 
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We received comments from Unison and GMB unions in relation to this strand, there key 
issues were: 

 Generally opposed to the cuts and proposals. 
 Concern about the lack of information provided about current service provision and 

future impacts of proposals 
 Concern that proposals will lead to a postcode lottery of provision 
 Lack of needs analysis and criticism that targeting priority neighbourhoods is not 

enough 
 Opposed to outsourcing and loss of jobs. Preference for option A, services 

delivered and managed by South Gloucestershire Council 
 Concern about management and monitoring arrangements if services are 

outsourced 
 Consultation document ignores impact on staff and lacks detail on how proposals 

will impact on them. 
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Other comments and suggestions about integrated family solutions service 
In total we received 112 comments about the proposals and options for integrated family 
services 

The key issues raised include: 

 Respondents felt that early intervention and prevention was really important. 

 There was general support for a whole family approach with dedicated and named 
family support workers. 

 Respondents supported the formation of an integrated team, managed by the 
council and felt that it would reduce duplication and improve coordination and the 
support available. 

 Respondents wanted more clarification of how this team would work with the two 
other integrated teams, particularly in relation to how this team would work with the 
children’s centres.  

 Strong partnership working and integration with the NHS and health staff was seen 
as particularly important. 

 The issue of how families needing support would be identified was raised, 
particularly in relation to the reduction of universal provision and the number of 
children’s centres. 

 
Education Welfare Service 

Since the public consultation was launched, further consideration has been given to the 
scope and functions of the proposed Family Solutions Service. As a result it is was 
proposed that the work of the Education Welfare Service should be incorporated into this 
new integrated service.  
Staff were informed of this change as part of a Scenario Planning document that was 
published on 25th April 2012 and discussed at three staff briefings. They were then given 
the opportunity to respond to the proposal to incorporate the Education Welfare Service 
within Family Solutions, and a letter was also sent to all schools to elicit their views.  
In response to this consultation, the Education Welfare Service team submitted a case for 
retaining the service as a separate entity, with a strong emphasis on generating income 
through trading.  
In addition 5 schools (2 primary, 3 secondary) made responses on this issue. One of the 
primary schools supported the proposal, whereas the other primary school and the 3 
secondary schools expressed concerns about the risks of diluting the provision to schools 
within a more integrated service and of losing specialist knowledge and expertise that is 
highly valued by schools. 
 
 
Supervised contact for children 
The consultation document proposed that separate arrangements should be made for the 
provision of supervised contact for children who are looked after by the local authority. 
The council did not receive any consultation comments with regard to this issue. 
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Analysis of respondents 
In total the council received the following response to the consultation. 
 
Consultation survey 223 (including 779 individual comments) 
Youth survey 439 (including 1026 individual comments) 
Letter and e-mail correspondence 100 
Staff correspondence 44 
Expressions of interest 49 
Attendance at staff briefings 228 
Attendance at youth conference 125 
Attendance at public consultation events 138 
Youth centre submissions 13 including 246 letters from young people, 

parents and partners, usage data and 
statistics, 20 case studies, an animation, a 
song and a video 

 
In line with corporate practice, the standard equality monitoring questions were asked in 
the main consultation survey. An analysis by equalities groups has been undertaken and 
the findings highlighted in this report are incorporated into the Equality Impact Assessment 
where relevant. 
 
It has not been possible to classify the type of people who responded via letter, email or 
attended events. 
 
Listed in the tables below are the details of who responded to the main consultation 
survey. 
 
Responding as 
Are you responding as?

Total A service user
A parent, carer or 

guardian
A town or parish 

council A member of staff A local business

A voluntary or 
community sector 

organisation Other, please specify 
202 35 100 5 45 - 20 22

100% 17% 50% 3% 22% - 10% 11%  
 
Gender 
Are you?

Total Male Female Prefer not to say
196 42 146 8

100% 21% 75% 4%  
 
Age 
How old are you?

Total 18 or under 19 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75 or over Prefer not to say
196 10 16 103 46 8 2 11

100% 5% 8% 53% 24% 4% 1% 6%  
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Disability 
Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
Total 192

100%
3

2%
4

2%
11

6%
3

2%
4

2%
1

1%
2

1%
153

80%
13

7%
Prefer not to say

Yes - Learning disability/difficulty (such as Down’s Syndrome, dyslexia, 
dyspraxia) or cognitive impairment (such as autism) 
Yes - Long standing illness or health condition, such as cancer, HIV, 
diabetes, chronic heart disease or epilepsy 
Yes - Other 

No

Yes - Physical impairment, such as difficulty using arms or mobility 
issues which may mean using a wheelchair or crutches
Yes - Sensory impairment, such as being blind / having a serious visual 
impairment or being deaf / have a serious hearing impairment
Yes - Mental health condition, such as depression, anxiety or 
schizophrenia
Yes - Specific learning difficulty, such as dyslexia or dyspraxia

 
 
Ethnicity 
What is your ethnic origin?
Total 195

100%
Arab -

-
Asian/Asian British - Bangladeshi -

-
Asian/Asian British - Chinese -

-
Asian/Asian British - Indian 2

1%
Asian/Asian British - Other 1

1%
Asian/Asian British - Pakistani 1

1%
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - African 1

1%
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Caribbean 1

1%
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Other -

-
Gypsy or Traveller of Irish Heritage -

-
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups - Other 1

1%
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups - White & Asian -

-
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups - White & Black African -

-
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups - White & Black Caribbean -

-
White - English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British 164

84%
White - Irish 1

1%
White - Other 10

5%
Other ethnic group 2

1%
Prefer not to say 11

6%  
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Respondents to the survey were also asked to provide their postcode enabling us to map 
responses based on where people live. This analysis is currently being undertaken and will 
be available at a later date. 
 
 

Equalities analysis 
In line with council policy the consultation asked respondents for information about 
themselves so that we could gain a better understanding of the views and impacts on 
different people affected by the proposals. 
 
The draft equalities impact assessment (EIA) was published as one of the consultation 
documents so that respondents could tell us about any impact of the council’s proposals. 
This document was downloaded from the website over 30 times. 
The council did not receive any specific comments or suggestions in relation to this 
document. 
 
From the comments received during the consultation, the following issues were raised: 

 Mothers with Post Natal Depression value the support received from staff at 
sessions at children's centres  

 Concern about the loss of specialist support groups for children and young people 
with disabilities provided through children's centres and youth centres e.g. disabled 
play sessions and LDD youth group, young carers group, the bridging club.  

 The needs of families with children and young people with autism spectrum 
disorders need to be properly assessed and considered as part of the proposals to 
enable the most appropriate support to be provided. 

 Support provided at children's centres for families where English is not their first 
language is important 

 There are significant issues around isolation (particularly in rural areas) caused by 
inability to access services due to distances travelled and lack of transport. Isolation 
was also an issue in other areas where people don’t have a nearby family support 
system.  

 Respondents felt that you cannot just target services based on where people live, 
need is varied, difficult to identify and changes regularly based on individual and 
family circumstances. People are vulnerable for lots of reasons what ever their 
class, ethnic origin, age, ability, income or education.  

 
These issues have been incorporated into the revised equalities impact assessment. 
 
As part of this work, responses to the main consultation survey were analysed in more 
detail and each question has been broken down and analysed by equalities groups. This 
analysis is available in the Consultation Survey Analysis report  
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Appendices 
1. Copy of main consultation survey 
2. Copy of youth survey 
3. Consultation survey analysis report 
4. Youth survey analysis report 
5. Public meetings report 
6. Youth conference report 
7. Calendar of events and meetings 
8. Copy of all correspondence received 
9. Copy of the comments received via main consultation survey    
10. Copy of the comments received via youth survey    
11. Summary of youth centre submissions 
12. List of consultation documents 
 

These appendices are available to download from the council’s website: 
 
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/IntegratedCYP12/consultationHome 
 

 


