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Methodology and response 
The consultation was open for 12 weeks from 5th March 2012 until 25th May 2012. 
 
This survey was made available in paper and online forms. 
Paper copies of this survey were also distributed at events and sent to schools, children’s 
centres and youth centres. Electronic version was promoted in all mailings sent out 
including staff, voluntary and community sector and childcare providers. 
A copy of the survey is included as appendix 1. 
 
In total we received 223 responses. This included 779 individual comments about different 
aspects of the councils proposals. Key themes and issues from these comments are 
included in this report. The full text of the comments made through this survey is available 
on request/ or is included as appendix 2. 
 
In line with corporate practice, the standard equality monitoring questions were asked in 
this survey. An analysis by equalities groups has been undertaken and the findings 
highlighted in this report and incorporated into the Equality Impact Assessment where 
relevant. 
 
Due to the methodology used to conduct this survey the findings cannot be seen as 
statistically representative or reliable. However the responses can be used as an indicator 
of issues and feeling within the community. 
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Key findings 
 The majority of people who responded to 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. 

 Two thirds of people who responded to 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. 

 Views on whether children’s centres should be focused in priority neighbourhoods 
was mixed with 40% of respondents agreeing with it and 43% disagreeing with it. 
16% neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 

 There was a clear preference from respondents that the 6 proposed children’s 
centres in the priority neighbourhoods should be operated by the council (68%). Only 
10% of respondents wanted them to be commissioned and run by an external 
provider. Just over 20% of respondents had no preference or did not know. 

 Just under half of respondents (45%) disagreed with our proposals for the remaining 
children’s centre (not in priority neighbourhoods), whilst just over a quarter agreed 
(28%).The remaining quarter (27%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 

 Just over half of respondents (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. 

 Just over half of respondents (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. 

 Just over half of respondents (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. 

 Views about the council’s proposals for targeted youth provision were mixed with just 
over a third of respondents (36%) agreeing with them and slightly more than a third 
disagreeing (37%) with them. The remaining 27% of respondents neither agreed or 
disagreed or did not know. 

 Nearly half (49%) of respondents preferred the council to operate the targeted youth 
support service. 13% would prefer the service to be commissioned to an external 
provider. 38% of respondents did not have a preference or did not know.  

 Views on the provision of universal youth services were mixed with just under a third 
(31%) of respondents agreeing with the council’s proposals. Just over a third (35%) 
disagreed with them and the remaining third (33%) neither agreed or disagreed or did 
not know. 

 



                Page 3 of 25 

Survey results prepared by: Corporate Research & Consultation Team, South Gloucestershire Council 
Tel: 01454 868154,   E-mail: consultation@southglos.gov.uk 

Overall Approach 
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the overall approach proposed? 

The majority of people who responded to 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. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the overall ap...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
206
100.0%

12
5.8%

33
16.0%

33
16.0%

38
18.4%

84
40.8%

6
2.9%  

 

5.8%

16.0%

16.0%

18.4%

40.8%

2.9%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 
 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, respondents from a non white British 
background most strongly agreed with the overall approach with 39% agreeing. This was 
followed by staff with 26% agreeing. 

Disabled respondents and those aged under 18 and over 65 disagreed the most with our 
overall approach with over 70% disagreeing. 
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Comments or suggestions about our overall approach. 
In total we received 136 comments about our overall approach. 
The key issues raised include: 

 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 all 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 and the wider community. Some were concerned 
that short term 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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How strongly do you agree or disagree with commissioning more services from 
external providers? (for example town and parish councils, schools, charities, 
community interest companies, staff owned mutuals and private providers) 

Two thirds of people who responded to 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. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with commissioning ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
208
100.0%

18
8.7%

25
12.0%

24
11.5%

60
28.8%

77
37.0%

4
1.9%  

 

8.7%

12.0%

11.5%

28.8%

37.0%

1.9%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

 
 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, respondents from non white British 
backgrounds and other interested parties (such as voluntary and community sector, 
businesses and parishes) most strongly agreed with commissioning more services from 
external providers with 23% agreeing. 

Staff and disabled people were the least likely to agree to commissioning more services 
from external providers with only 16% and 19% of them agreeing. 

Over three quarters of staff (75%), men (76%) and the over 65’s (80%) disagreed with 
commissioning more services from external providers. 
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Comments or suggestions about commissioning services from external providers. 
In total we received 149 comments about commissioning services from external providers. 
The key issues raised include: 

 From the comments there was a clear preference for services to remain under 
council control although there was some support for commissioning and this 
focused on greater flexibility, less bureaucracy, specialist expertise and lower 
overheads. There was also a suggestion of an option C – To commission a 
consortium of local VCS providers. 

 There were significant 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. 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 also concern that quality and longer term development work could be 
less valued and that it becomes a numbers game with a loss of focus on individuals 
and communities 

 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. This was also felt to be 
unequal. 

 There was concern about how commissioning would impact on existing staff 
including job losses, reduction in pay and conditions, capacity to deliver with less 
staff, qualifications, training and support. There were lots of positive comments 
about our staff and respondents were concerned about the loss of experience, 
knowledge and skills of the existing workforce. 

 Some respondents raised the issue of the experience and capacity of the voluntary 
& community sector and parish & town councils and their reliance on grant funding 
and volunteers and 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. 
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Integrated Services for Early Years 
How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals to focus support in six 
children’s centres in the priority neighbourhoods? 

Views on whether children’s centres should be focused in priority neighbourhoods was 
mixed with 40% of respondents agreeing with it and 43% disagreeing with it. 16% neither 
agreed or disagreed or did not know. 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
201
100.0%

20
10.0%

61
30.3%

24
11.9%

40
19.9%

47
23.4%

9
4.5%  

 

10.0%

30.3%

11.9%
19.9%

23.4%

4.5%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, men (46%), the over 65’s (44%) and 
other interested parties (such as voluntary and community sector, businesses and 
parishes, 43%) most strongly agreed with focusing support in six children’s centres in 
priority neighbourhoods. 

Respondents with disabilities (22%), females (36%) and people with non white British 
backgrounds (37%) were the least supportive. 
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Comments about the location of children’s centres that will continue to be 
supported by the council. 
In total we received 124 comments about the location of children’s centres. 
The key issues raised include: 

 There were lots of positive comments about the current service provision and the 
support families had received from children’s centre staff. This was often linked to 
concerns about the range, type and quality of services reducing or changing in the 
future. 

 Respondents stated that if reductions in the number of children’s centres are 
absolutely necessary, then priority neighbourhoods would be the best places to 
focus support on as well as areas with the highest density of families with young 
children. 

 There were concerns about how six children’s centres would be able to provide for 
a much wider catchment area and bigger population. This was linked with how 
people outside of the priority neighbourhoods would be able to receive support and 
access services.  

 Respondents were concerned about how they would access services if the number 
of children’s centres were reduced. This was a particular issue for more rural areas, 
with the lack of transport, longer travel distances, higher cost and general 
inconvenience cited as being important issues.  

 Respondents questioned how the council would identify families most in need if it 
was reducing the universal service offered, which was seen as an important way of 
identifying those most vulnerable at particular periods of their lives. 

 Respondents considered that families throughout South Gloucestershire had needs, 
which were based on more than where they lived and their socio-economic group 
and some people felt that our approach was discriminating against families living 
outside priority neighbourhoods. 

 Some respondents commented on what would happen to buildings that the council 
would no longer be using and considered that this was a waste of purpose built 
facilities and public money. 
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Which option do you prefer for operating the six proposed Children’s Centres in the 
priority neighbourhoods? 

There was a clear preference from respondents that the 6 proposed children’s centres in 
the priority neighbourhoods should be operated by the council (68%). Only 10% of 
respondents wanted them to be commissioned and run by an external provider. Just over 
20% of respondents had no preference or did not know. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

Which option do you prefer for operating the six proposed...

Option A - Council
operated 

Option B -
Commissioned No preference Don't know

 
194
100.0%

131
67.5%

20
10.3%

25
12.9%

18
9.3%  

 

67.5%

10.3%

12.9%

9.3%

Option A - Council operated 

Option B - Commissioned 

No preference

Don't know
 

 

Looking at Option A (six children’s centres in priority neighbourhoods operated by the 
council), this was most strongly supported by staff (79%), women (73%) and those aged 
18 to 65 (72%). This option received the least amount of support from those aged under 
18 (20%), the disabled (48%) and people from non white British backgrounds (55%) 

Looking at Option B (six children’s centres run by one or more external providers), this was 
most strongly supported by men (18%) and other interested parties (15%) (such as 
voluntary and community sector, businesses and parishes). This option received the least 
amount of support from women (6%), service users (7%) and people from non white 
British backgrounds (7%). 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for the remaining 
children’s centres? 

Just under half of respondents (45%) disagreed with our proposals for the remaining 
children’s centre (not in priority neighbourhoods), whilst just over a quarter agreed 
(28%).The remaining quarter (27%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not know. 
 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
197
100.0%

17
8.6%

39
19.8%

42
21.3%

48
24.4%

40
20.3%

11
5.6%  

 

8.6%

19.8%

21.3%24.4%

20.3%

5.6%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, other interested parties (such as 
voluntary and community sector, businesses and parishes) (37%) and people from non 
white British backgrounds (33%) most strongly agreed with the councils proposals for the 
remaining children’s centres. Disabled people (17%) and service users (23%) agreed the 
least. 

When looking at who disagreed with the councils proposals, those aged over 65 (71%) 
and the disabled (61%) disagreed the most. 
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Comments about how the transition fund for children’s centres should be allocated 

In total we received 82 comments about how the transition fund for children’s centres 
should be allocated. 

The key issues raised include: 

 Respondents wanted to know more about the size of the proposed transition fund, 
how it would be allocated, what it could be used for, who would be able to access it, 
how long it would be available for and how it links to and impacts on 2 year old 
nursery  provision funding.  

 Respondents were keen to see the council retain control of the transition fund and 
wanted to know more about how it’s use would be managed and monitored to 
ensure quality, safety and value for money. 

 There were a number of suggestions for how the transition fund should be allocated 
including; dividing it equally across the children’s centres, basing it on the 
population of each centre’s catchment area, or payments based on the delivery of 
targets and outcomes or the amount of community benefit delivered. 

 Respondents were keen that funding should be available to support sufficient staff 
and their training to the necessary standards and to provide suitable capacity and 
resources to allow voluntary and community sector delivery. 

 Some respondents suggested that more could be done to increase income 
generation through better utilisation of children’s centre buildings which could be 
reinvested back into service delivery and support running costs. 

 There were concerns from some respondents about the privatisation of these 
services and facilities being transferred to profit making organisations. This was 
also linked to the affordability and high cost of childcare and nursery provision.  

 Some respondents were concerned that in future, families would be charged to use 
services and how this would affect the affordability and use of the service by the 
most vulnerable. Respondents were keen that services remained free to use and 
were open to as many families as possible. 

 Some respondents had concerns that the need to make short term savings would 
have longer term financial implications and considered that the future of children 
and families should be invested in. 
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Comments about integrated services for early years 

In total we received 71 comments about the proposals and options for integrated services 
for early years. 

The key issues raised include: 

 Respondents questioned how an integrated service for early years would work 
alongside and relate to the family solutions service, particularly in the children’s 
centres. 

 There was general support for the establishment of a multi disciplinary team with 
wider integration with other partners such as health, schools, voluntary and 
community sector and other providers. 

 There was a preference to see the management of this team retained within the 
council as respondents felt that this would allow for better co-ordination and 
stronger monitoring arrangements. 

 Respondents were concerned about how they would access these services if the 
number of children’s centres is reduced and they were keen for a broad universal 
service to be retained. 

 Some respondents were concerned about the capacity of the team, if it were 
serving a wider catchment area, with fewer staff and predicted housing growth. 
There were some concerns about how this would impact on staff if there role 
changed, what the structure would look like and ensuring they were adequately 
trained and qualified. 

 Respondents questioned how the council would identify parents and families most 
in need if it was reducing the universal service offered and the number of bases it 
operated from. 
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Targeted support for parents and families 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for supporting families 
through an integrated Family Solutions Service? 

Just over half of respondents (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. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
197
100.0%

37
18.8%

69
35.0%

44
22.3%

9
4.6%

18
9.1%

20
10.2%  

 

18.8%

35.0%22.3%

4.6%

9.1%

10.2%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, other interested parties (67% these 
include the voluntary & community sector, parishes and businesses), those aged under 18 
(60%) and people without disabilities (57%) most strongly agreed with the council’s 
proposals to support families through an integrated family solutions service.  

Service users (19%), people with disabilities (16%) and women (16%) disagreed the most. 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for providing parenting 
support through an integrated family solutions service? 

Just over half of respondents (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. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
205
100.0%

38
18.5%

73
35.6%

45
22.0%

11
5.4%

18
8.8%

20
9.8%  

 

18.5%

35.6%22.0%

5.4%

8.8%

9.8%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

Looking in more detail at who responses are from, other interested parties (61%), people 
without disabilities (57%) and those aged under 18 (70%) most strongly agreed with the 
councils proposals for providing parenting support through an integrated family solutions 
service. 

People with disabilities (42%), men (46%) and people from non white British backgrounds 
(48%) agreed the least. 



                Page 15 of 25 

Survey results prepared by: Corporate Research & Consultation Team, South Gloucestershire Council 
Tel: 01454 868154,   E-mail: consultation@southglos.gov.uk 

Which option do you prefer for establishing the integrated family solutions service? 

Just over half of respondents (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. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

Which option do you prefer for establishing the integrate...

Option A -
Council operated

Option B -
Commissioned No preference Don't know

 
192
100.0%

100
52.1%

27
14.1%

30
15.6%

35
18.2%  

 

52.1%

14.1%

15.6%

18.2%

Option A - Council operated

Option B - Commissioned 

No preference

Don't know
 

 

Option A, a council managed integrated family solutions service was most strongly 
supported by staff (81%) and people from non white British backgrounds (62%). 
People with disabilities (25%) and service users (43%) supported it the least. 

Option B, commissioning the integrated family solutions service from an external provider 
was most strongly supported by other interested parties (22%) and those aged under18 
(20%) and over 65 (30%). Only 11% of service users supported this option. 
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Comments about Integrated family Solution Service 

In total we received 68 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 and 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. 
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Integrated services for young people 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for targeted youth 
provision? 

Views about the council’s proposals for targeted youth provision were mixed with just over 
a third of respondents (36%) agreeing with them and slightly more than a third disagreeing 
(37%) with them. The remaining 27% of respondents neither agreed or disagreed or did 
not know. 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
194
100.0%

26
13.4%

44
22.7%

38
19.6%

28
14.4%

44
22.7%

14
7.2%  

 

13.4%

22.7%

19.6%

14.4%

22.7%

7.2%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

The establishment of an integrated youth support team was most strongly supported by 
people from a non white British background (42%) and other interested parties (45%). Of 
the few young people that responded to this survey 86% agreed with the creation of the 
team (out of 10 respondents). 

Staff (27%) and people with disabilities (22%) were the least likely to agree to the 
formation of an integrated youth support team. 
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Which option do you prefer for establishing the targeted youth support service? 

Nearly half (49%) of respondents preferred the council to operate the targeted youth 
support service. 13% would prefer the service to be commissioned to an external provider. 
38% of respondents did not have a preference or did not know.  

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

Which option do you prefer for establishing the Targeted ...

Option A -
Council operated

Option B -
Commissioned No preference Don't know

 
192
100.0%

94
49.0%

25
13.0%

31
16.1%

42
21.9%  

 

49.0%

13.0%

16.1%

21.9%

Option A - Council operated

Option B - Commissioned 

No preference

Don't know
 

 

Option A (a council managed service) was most strongly supported by the over 65’s 
(80%), staff (69%), other interested parties (61%) and people from non white British 
backgrounds (59%).  

Option B (an externally commissioned service) was most strongly supported by men (20%) 
and those aged under 18 (20%). 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for universal youth 
provision? 

Views on the provision of universal youth services were mixed with just under a third 
(31%) of respondents agreeing with the council’s proposals. Just over a third (35%) 
disagreed with them and the remaining third (33%) neither agreed or disagreed or did not 
know. 

 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals ...

Strongly
agree Agree

Neither agree
or disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree Don't know

 
201
100.0%

22
10.9%

41
20.4%

37
18.4%

21
10.4%

50
24.9%

30
14.9%  

 

10.9%

20.4%

18.4%
10.4%

24.9%

14.9%

Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree or disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know
 

 

Proposals for universal youth provision was supported by those aged under 18 (50%), 
people from a non white British background (40%) and other interested parties (36%). 
Staff (19%) and men (23%) were the least likely to agree. 

Over 40% of staff (43%), other interested parties (48%), men (45%), those aged over 65 
(78%) and the disabled (42%) disagreed with the proposals. 
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Comments about how the subsidy for supporting youth activities should be 
allocated 

In total we received 79 comments about how the subsidy for supporting youth activities 
should be allocated 

The key issues raised include: 

 Respondents wanted to know more about how the subsidy would work, how much 
would be available, who would be able to access it, how long it would be available 
for and what it could be spent on. 

 Respondents were keen that the subsidy should be used to support delivery and 
services in youth centres rather than just providing activities. 

 Respondents suggested a number of ways in which the subsidy could be allocated 
including; basing it on the population of the area, the individual needs of an area, 
the performance of clubs and organisations delivering activities/services, a grants 
scheme administered by young people, ring fencing money/weighting for additional 
needs of an area (including priority neighbourhoods). 

 Respondents were keen that strong monitoring arrangements were put in place to 
ensure quality control and value for money. A proven track record of provision was 
also seen as important. 

 There was a general preference that the council retained control over the subsidy 
and that it should not be commissioned to an external provider. 

 There was concern about a postcode lottery of youth provision, with winners and 
losers depending on the circumstances and capacity of individual communities who 
would have to deal the consequences of any changed provision. 

 Although not specifically mentioned in the consultation information, respondents 
picked up on press coverage about the possibility of giving young people vouchers 
and where this was mentioned it was not supported. 
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Comments about integrated services for young people 

In total we received 70 comments about the proposals and options for integrated services 
for young people 

The key issues raised include: 

 Respondents emphasised the importance of youth centres in providing universal 
provision and were generally opposed to their closure. 

 Youth centre provision was seen as an important way of identifying needs and as 
already delivering towards early intervention and prevention. 

 The current service is highly rated and received a number of positive comments 
about the services provided and the impact the service has on individual young 
people and wider communities. There were some concern about the loss of 
experienced staff who have built up excellent relationships with the young people 
that they work with and wider community knowledge and partnerships. 

 There were some concerns about whether the voluntary and community sector and 
local parish councils would have the capacity and experience to deliver services in 
some areas. 

 Respondents were concerned about the impact of the closure of youth centres 
would have on young people and local communities and felt that young people were 
being unfairly targeted. 

 Some respondents had concerns about the location of the Youth Offending Team in 
the preventative services structure. 

 There was a general preference for the council to manage an integrated youth 
support service rather than it being commissioned from an external provider. 
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Analysis of respondents 
Responses from 
Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

Are you responding as?

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
100.0%

35
17.3%

100
49.5%

5
2.5%

45
22.3%

-
-

20
9.9%

22
10.9% 

Gender 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

Are you?

Male Female
Prefer not

to say

 
196
100.0%

42
21.4%

146
74.5%

8
4.1%  

Age 

Counts
Analysis %
Respondents Base

How old are you?

18 or
under 19 to 24 25 to 44 45 to 64 65 to 74 75 or over

Prefer not
to say

 
196
100.0%

10
5.1%

16
8.2%

103
52.6%

46
23.5%

8
4.1%

2
1.0%

11
5.6%  

Ethnicity 
Counts
Analysis %
Respondents

Base

 

What is your ethnic origin?

Arab

Asian/Asian British - Bangladeshi

Asian/Asian British - Chinese

Asian/Asian British - Indian

Asian/Asian British - Other

Asian/Asian British - Pakistani

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - African

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Caribbean

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British - Other

Gypsy or Traveller of Irish Heritage

Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups - Other 

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

White - Irish

White - Other

Other ethnic group

Prefer not to say

195
100.0%

 

-
-

-
-

-
-

2
1.0%

1
0.5%

1
0.5%

1
0.5%

1
0.5%

-
-

-
-

1
0.5%

-
-

-
-

-
-

164
84.1%

1
0.5%

10
5.1%

2
1.0%

11
5.6%  
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Disability 
Counts
Analysis %
Respondents

Base

 

Do you consider yourself to have a disability?

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

Yes - Learning disability/difficulty (such as Down’s
Syndrome, dyslexia, dyspraxia) or cognitive impairment

(such as autistic spectrum disorder) 

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

Yes - Other 

No

Prefer not to say

192
100.0%

 

3
1.6%

4
2.1%

11
5.7%

3
1.6%

4
2.1%

1
0.5%

2
1.0%

153
79.7%

13
6.8%  
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Equalities Analysis 
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Question Base 243 45 123 46 42 146 10 165 10 164 31 26 153

Agree 21.5% 25.6% 22.5% 20.0% 22.5% 20.9% 0.0% 25.3% 0.0% 18.7% 38.7% 8.0% 24.0%

Disagree 60.0% 46.5% 63.0% 51.1% 57.5% 61.8% 70.0% 56.1% 100.0% 60.6% 58.0% 76.0% 57.3%

Agree 20.3% 15.9% 20.7% 22.8% 21.4% 20.1% 30.0% 20.9% 20.0% 20.3% 22.6% 19.2% 21.2%

Disagree 67.3% 75.0% 65.7% 61.3% 76.2% 65.3% 50.0% 65.6% 80.0% 67.3% 64.5% 65.4% 66.2%

Agree 39.5% 37.2% 39.6% 42.5% 46.4% 36.0% 10.0% 41.3% 44.4% 39.4% 36.7% 21.7% 40.0%

Disagree 44.1% 37.2% 42.3% 47.5% 43.9% 45.1% 60.0% 41.9% 55.5% 45.1% 40.0% 56.5% 42.7%

Option A 68.6% 79.1% 65.7% 62.5% 57.9% 72.5% 20.0% 72.3% 77.8% 70.8% 55.2% 48.0% 71.8%

Option B 9.0% 9.3% 6.9% 15.0% 18.4% 5.8% 10.0% 8.4% 11.1% 9.1% 6.9% 8.0% 9.2%

Agree 28.1% 30.3% 23.1% 36.9% 25.0% 28.3% 50.0% 29.4% 0.0% 27.0% 33.3% 17.3% 31.5%

Disagree 44.8% 39.6% 47.2% 36.9% 47.5% 45.4% 0.0% 45.7% 71.4% 45.5% 36.7% 60.9% 42.5%

Agree 52.7% 54.5% 45.8% 66.7% 46.3% 53.2% 60.0% 53.5% 44.4% 52.2% 51.7% 41.7% 56.8%

Disagree 14.1% 6.8% 18.6% 10.2% 9.7% 16.6% 0.0% 14.7% 33.3% 15.9% 6.9% 16.6% 14.4%

Agree 53.3% 54.6% 50.0% 61.0% 46.4% 53.5% 70.0% 53.2% 44.4% 52.5% 48.4% 41.6% 56.5%

Disagree 14.0% 11.3% 17.0% 9.8% 9.8% 17.1% 0.0% 15.2% 33.3% 16.7% 6.5% 16.6% 14.9%

Option A 52.9% 81.8% 43.0% 48.8% 56.1% 50.7% 10.0% 55.0% 60.0% 52.0% 62.1% 25.0% 56.4%

Option B 12.8% 2.3% 11.0% 22.0% 19.5% 10.4% 20.0% 10.6% 30.0% 12.5% 10.3% 16.7% 11.4%

Agree 36.0% 26.7% 38.0% 45.3% 40.0% 35.1% 87.5% 35.3% 20.0% 34.5% 41.9% 21.7% 39.6%

Disagree 37.6% 40.0% 33.0% 45.2% 37.5% 38.8% 12.5% 36.0% 80.0% 37.8% 35.5% 43.4% 37.5%

Option A 49.7% 68.9% 37.8% 61.4% 52.5% 47.4% 0.0% 50.0% 80.0% 48.0% 58.6% 22.7% 53.2%

Option B 12.3% 4.4% 12.2% 15.9% 20.0% 9.8% 20.0% 11.3% 10.0% 11.8% 13.8% 13.6% 11.3%

Agree 31.1% 19.1% 33.6% 36.3% 22.5% 30.3% 50.0% 28.2% 22.2% 27.5% 40.0% 16.7% 31.0%

Disagree 35.7% 42.9% 31.8% 47.8% 45.0% 34.9% 20.0% 34.9% 77.8% 36.9% 33.4% 41.7% 37.4%
Option A = Council managed
Option B = Commission from external provider

Q15 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals for targeted youth provision?

Q16 Which option do you prefer for establishing the 
targeted youth support service?

Q17 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals for universal youth provision?

Q8 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals for the remaining children’s centres?

Q11 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals for supporting families through an 
integrated Family Solutions Service?

Q12 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals for providing parenting support through 
an integrated family Solutions Services?

Q13 Which option do you prefer for establishing the 
integrated family solutions service?

Q1 How strongly do you agree or disagree with the 
overall approach proposed?

Q3 How strongly do you agree or disagree with 
commissioning more services from external 
providers? 

Q5 How strongly do you agree or disagree with our 
proposals to focus support in six children’s centres 
in the priority neighbourhoods?

Q7 Which option do you prefer for operating the six 
proposed Children’s Centres in the priority 
neighbourhoods?

 



Proposals for early intervention and 
preventative services for children,  
young people and families
Consultation survey

www.southglos.gov.uk

Full information about our proposals and the options we are considering are available in the 
main consultation document which is available to download and view at:  
www.southglos.gov.uk  You can also request a copy or find out further information by 
e-mailing: consultation@southglos.gov.uk or phoning: 01454 864900

Please return your completed survey by 25 May 2012 to: FREEPOST RRZE-CTRG-TJLJ,  
South Gloucestershire Council, CYP Consultation, Council Offices, Castle Street, 
Thornbury, Bristol, BS35 1HF

You can also complete this survey online by visiting our consultation website:  
www.southglos.gov.uk  If you do not have room to write your comments on this survey, please 
attach additional sheets securely to this survey before returning it to us. You can also e-mail 
additional comments or representations to: consultation@southglos.gov.uk



Overall questions

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the overall approach proposed?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments or suggestions about our overall approach

How strongly do you agree or disagree about commissioning services from external 
providers? (for example town and parish councils, schools, charities, community interest 
companies, staff owned mutuals and private providers)
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Please tell us your views about commissioning services from external suppliers.

Integrated services for early years

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals to focus support in six children’s 
centres in the priority neighbourhoods?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments about the locations we have identified for the children’s centres that 
will continue to be supported by the council.

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for the remaining children’s 
centres?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments about how the transition fund for Children’s Centres should be 
allocated.

Please make any comments or suggestions about the proposals and options for integrated 
services for early years

Which option do you prefer for operating the six proposed Children’s Centres in the priority 
neighbourhoods?
5 Option A 5 Option B 5 No preference 5 Don’t know



Targeted support for parents and families

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for supporting families through 
an integrated Family Solutions Service?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for providing parenting support 
through an Integrated Family Solutions Service?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Which option do you prefer for establishing the integrated Family Solutions Service?
5 Option A 5 Option B 5 No preference 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments or suggestions about our proposals and options for integrated family 
services

Integrated services for young people

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for targeted youth provision?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

How strongly do you agree or disagree with our proposals for universal youth provision?
5 Strongly agree 5 Agree 5 Neither agree or disagree
5 Disagree 5 Strongly disagree 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments about how the subsidy for supporting youth activities should be 
allocated.

Which option do you prefer for establishing the Targeted Youth Support Service?
5 Option A 5 Option B 5 No preference 5 Don’t know

Please make any comments or suggestions about these options or our proposals for integrated 
services for young people

About you questions

Please answer the following optional questions about yourself. The information you supply 
will help us to analyse the results of this consultation and to ensure that we understand the 
views of different people and communities.

Please tell us your full postcode:



Are you responding as?
5 A service user 5 A parent, carer or guardian 5 A town or parish council
5 A member of staff 5 A local business
5 A voluntary or community sector organisation 5 Other, please specify:

Are you?
5 Male 5 Female  5 Prefer not to say 

How old are you?
5 18 or under 5 19 - 24  5 25 – 44  5 45 - 64
5 65 – 74 5 75 or over 5 Prefer not to say

What is your ethnic origin?

Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
5  Yes - Physical impairment, such as difficulty using arms or mobility issues which may mean 

using a wheelchair or crutches
5  Yes - Sensory impairment, such as being blind / having a serious visual impairment or being 

deaf / have a serious hearing impairment
5  Yes - Mental health condition, such as depression, anxiety or schizophrenia
5  Yes - Specific learning difficulty, such as dyslexia or dyspraxia
5  Yes - Learning disability/difficulty (such as Down’s Syndrome, dyslexia, dyspraxia) or cognitive 

impairment (such as autistic spectrum disorder) 
5  Yes - Long standing illness or health condition, such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart 

disease or epilepsy 
5  Yes - Other 
5  No
5  Prefer not to say

If yes, please tell us what impact this has on how you use or access services for children, young 
people and families.

5 Arab
5 Asian/Asian British – Bangladeshi
5 Asian/Asian British – Chinese
5 Asian/Asian British – Indian
5 Asian/Asian British – Other
5 Asian/Asian British – Pakistani
5  Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – 

Africa
5  Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – 

Caribbean
5  Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – 

Other
5 Gypsy or Traveller of Irish Heritage

5 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – Other 
5  Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups –  

White & Asian
5  Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups –  

White & Black African
5  Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups –  

White & Black Caribbean
5  White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern 

Irish/British
5 White - Irish
5 White – Other
5 Other ethnic group
5 Prefer not to say

Designed by SGC CREATIVE DESIGN  •  Printed on recycled paper S 7771 | 02 | 12

If you would like this information in a different format or language, please contact: 01454 868009

Any personal information that you have supplied will be held by South Gloucestershire Council in accordance with the Data Protection Act. This information will 
only be used as part of this consultation and will not be shared with any other organisation. Your personal information will not be published.



Comments received via survey 
 
Q2: Please make any comments or suggestions about our overall approach 
 

• I feel there will be pockets of disadvantaged families that will slip through the net as services will be 
so stretched that an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. 

• 4Children is committed to the principles of early intervention and targeting resources towards the 
most vulnerable families within a community which we believe underpin South Gloucestershire's 
overall approach. 

• Agree with the need to target support to those who need the most 
• Agree with the need to target support to those who need the most 
• Although I agree that disadvantaged families need extra support; especially with the economic 

climate as it is; I disagree with the decision to take away a further service from many families who 
benefit from it; even although they may live in a slightly more advantaged area. Considering 
decisions the government has already made regarding child benefit; for example; this is one more 
'hit' on the 'middle class'; who may or may not be able to afford to access certain services; which 
could offer great support to their family. 

• Although we would all like to see more vulnerable groups being reached by the children's services; 
decommissioning the non-target children's centres would leave these areas without these vital 
services. Also; just because you don't fit into the target groups doesn't mean that you and your 
children don't need these fantastic services. 

• Anything to simplify things will help greatly 
• Appears to be very little/no consultation with the people who use/run the services. Agree that it may 

need to be more accessible to some groups 
• As money needs to be saved then action is a natural consequence.  It is encouraging that the needs 

of the community are being thoroughly addressed; rather than an exercise aimed at simply culling 
the most expensive services. 

• As this is to save money it's difficult to decide if the approach is in the best interest of all young 
people and their families. In the second bullet point why wasn't the council minimising bureaucracy, 
eliminating duplication and cutting unnecessary waste etc already 

• Being in a rural area we need this centre as there is nowhere else within easy access 
• Centres should be for all families regardless of overt need 
• Centres such as Severn Beach have a poor transport system and limited services for families. The 

centre is extremely valuable to the community 
• Children’s centres provide a high quality resource for the youngest in society, the future of society as 

a whole. They need to be accessible locally especially for poorer families 
• Closing centres or allowing them to be run by outside agencies will lead to privatisation and many 

families will be excluded because they are not the 'target' audience - even though their children 
benefit from the experiences the centres offer. 

• concerns around families just 'bumping along the bottom' and being missed when services are 
reduced or out sourced 

• Cuts to these services are short sighted. I rural areas there are significant problems for young people 
with no access to facilities, cutting youth services will just end up costing Police and public more 

• Different options were not given for the youth service. Questionnaires should have gone out to every 
parent of a young person using the service. Figures should show number of young people using the 
service that do not attend school. 

• Don't agree with ideas happening but appreciate that they have to happen. Agree with it being public 
consultation 

• Don't like the fact it has to change at all 
• Don't really want anything to change as we all know staff and feel like we know them, be hard to feel 

happy about someone else coming in 
• Even though I agree early intervention is a good thing they are lots of services that are needed 

because this early intervention is not picked up; but also there are many young people services that 
are needed not only for the young people but also for parents so they can network with people that 
understand what they are going through 

• Everyone should be treated the same. 
• Firstly I am questioning your statement outlining your provision of quality information. I am the 

manager of the pre-school which was established at Little Stoke Youth Centre in 1963 and am 



astounded at the lack of personal communication preceding these proposals which will have a 
devastating effect on our local community. 

• Firstly I feel that there hasn’t been enough public awareness over the consultation. Parents have 
been told to go to a website & express their views via a survey. Parents that we deal with on a daily 
basis might not have computer access; literacy skills suitable; time & confidence to do it. I feel that 
there has been a lack of support for both public & members of staff around the consultation; it would 
have been nice to have individual meetings to discuss our views & opinions & a chance for the 
process to be explained properly. Also I feel that it would have been relevant for someone to come & 
visit the service that Surestart currently provides to gain an understanding of what the centres offer 
before the proposal was written. Having read the online information I have struggled to understand 
the proposal; the layout & language is complex therefore I find it very unlikely for our parents to 
understand what is going on which is very worrying seeming it is down to them to make the 
decision... Although there have been evenings inviting parents these have often been at difficult 
times & for many parents they cannot get childcare or transport as they are isolated; lone & 
vulnerable families.  The proposal states that Surestart will go “from reacting to problems towards 
preventing problems from happening" however how are you going to prevent problems from 
happening when you don’t offer a universal service. It takes a lot more time & staff to work with 
families who already have issues than it does to work with these families from day 1 to prevent these 
issues from arising (e.g. baby groups; postnatal groups; baby massage; breast feeding groups; stay 
& play). I agree there should be more work & support with vulnerable families but it worries me that 
so many 'universal families’ will be missed - therefore potentially these could be future vulnerable 
families. At present I feel that sure start now offers a perfect balance of both targeted & universal 
support. Also the difficulty with restricting areas means vulnerable families have to travel which relies 
on transport which is often challenging for most of our families. I understand there is an emphasis on 
us doing more work in the community via outreach & visiting these families in their homes. However; 
most of our initial referrals that we receive are to engage with the service as they are isolated; 
lacking in confidence & just need something socially for them & their children with the support of well 
trained staff for guidance. 

• Firstly I feel that there hasn’t been enough public awareness over the consultation. Parents have 
been told to go to a website & express their views via a survey. Parents that we deal with on a daily 
basis might not have computer access; literacy skills suitable; time & confidence to do it. I feel that 
there has been a lack of support for both public & members of staff around the consultation; it would 
have been nice to have individual meetings to discuss our views & opinions & a chance for the 
process to be explained properly. Also I feel that it would have been relevant for someone to come & 
visit the service that sure start currently provides to gain an understanding of what the centres offer 
before the proposal was written. Having read the online information I have struggled to understand 
the proposal; the layout & language is complex therefore I find it very unlikely for our parents to 
understand what is going on which is very worrying seeming it is down to them to make the 
decision...appears very biased to me. Although there have been evenings inviting parents these 
have often been at difficult times & for many parents they cannot get childcare or transport as they 
are isolated; lone & vulnerable families. 

• Funding could become an issue when transferring to locally based non local authority organisations. 
This could very quickly result in youth clubs becoming 'decommissioned'. 

• I agree it makes sense to focus on early intervention and streamlining assessment  / referral 
processes across services however I am unclear how this might work in practice when dealing with 
non-council organisations - healthcare trusts for example and any services commissioned from 
external providers 

• I agree with early intervention initiatives; however; I do feel strongly that some young people who do 
not fit into our thresholds for intervention will all be "spotted" and will remain hidden; as these 
problems would only begin to be visible during adolescence; for example family break ups; deaths 
etc.    There are many issues which the Youth Service deals with on a daily basis that do not require 
Social Services interventions of any kind; my fear is this will be lost with the lack of universal 
services available 

• I agree with some aspects of the proposal; use of CAF to a greater degree and a Single Business 
Approach.  I hold concerns with regards reducing some aspects of services (i.e. geographically and 
to only those that are considered 'vulnerable') as we could miss some of the 'hidden voices of 
children and young people' through this approach; e.g. those subject to sexual exploitation or 
domestic violence. 

• I agree with the proposals; however my family have not benefited from the services received from 
the council as most of the social workers treated us with prejudice and we tend to feel the dept is not 
fair and selective with their approach. Being a local ethnic minority within the council we will not 



recommend the services of the dept. but will rather engage with their partners and private providers 
if we require any services. 

• I believe the Surestart Centres should stay as they are - they off a fab service 
• I believe that Youth Centres provide a safe and stimulating environment for young people and that 

cutting back on youth centres/services would be a backward step as the government is always trying 
to see ways of reducing youth crime etc and I believe that Youth Centres provide excellent places for 
young people delivered by trained youth workers. 

• I can't believe that the children’s centre that was built 2 years ago in Mangotsfield will (if at all) be 
handed over to an independent group/person. It was built only two years ago; hardly offered any 
useful sessions to parents of the area...(for example I asked for a group to run for parents with 
special needs children) and now they are going to flog it off? That seems like a hell of a waste of 
money to me!!!!!  And the same happens to the youth centres? Just hope that someone will take 
charge??? I strongly disagree with that. Are they going to make sure disabled children can access 
this?  And strand 2: I completely agree that agencies across health; education and social care need 
to have more opportunity of sharing their notes and findings with each other so that parents do not 
have to repeat stories over and over again to different agencies; but the council will have to make 
sure that the agencies / Professionals have time in their daily routine to read this comments/ 
findings/ reports and not just go into meetings without regards to them; otherwise money is wasted 
again!!! 

• I didn't see anything in the proposals about making sure that your staff are actually properly trained 
to deliver; or how they will be supervised. I believe that there will be no-one in your senior 
management structure that has training/qualifications/experience in counselling; parenting work; 
counselling children and young people or any other of the bits of work that you are proposing to be 
done with children and their families. 

• I don’t think the consultation has not been well run. The reason for saying is that the general public 
on the whole are not aware of the potential changes to the service.  Additionally the 1st public 
consultation event held in Filton; the press release for that event was emailed on the day meaning 
that there was no printed media coverage.  Finally in Filton information regarding the consultation 
was not provided to the users of the Surestart centre until after the staff have been provided 
information on how to answer queries; meaning the users of the service had a reduced timescale to 
respond to the consultation. 

• I don't agree with it but something is going to happen 
• I don't like either idea but understand it will 
• I don't like the thought of privatisation although I agree with other thing in your proposals 
• I feel comfortable with the staff I know and feel like I would be back to square one if this changes 
• I feel that it is not very easy for people with English as a Second Language to understand and it 

takes too long for the summary to be printed as the consultation is going to be over by the time any 
have been printed.  Also it is not the easiest process for people to do. 

• I feel that the people who don’t need it the most still need somewhere to go; youth clubs are 
fantastic; the council will let loads of people and young children down if you only use them for the 
people 'most in need'. 

• I feel that the public do not know that these facilities are available, and therefore they are not being 
used to their full potential. You should advertise these better, maybe a leaflet in the maternity 
information bags that are being given to expectant or new mums. I am a mum of a middle class 
family; we earn a fair wage, but still cannot afford to put our toddler into groups etc. These are a real 
live saving group for me and my sanity, if I did not have this for me and my son, I really feel that I 
would have needed treatment for post natal depression, as it is a lonely world being a mum 
sometimes, and especially a first time mum. These groups gave me something to look forward to, 
and gave me someone to talk to, to know I am not alone in how I feel. Being a mum is the toughest 
job in the world, and I work in a very stressful paid job, so that is a big comment to say. However it is 
the most rewarding job, but only if you know there is support out there. I strongly feel that taking 
these facilities away would cost more money for the government in the long run, as the medical 
support I would have needed if it wasn't available would have been much greater. Just because I am 
not from a 'vulnerable' family, doesn't mean I don’t need it. Everyone needs it. 

• I feel that there remains a need for generic 'open' projects that attract a wider number of people (and 
young people). Without generic youth projects; I do not see where young people will go in their spare 
time. 

• I feel that there remains a need for generic 'open' projects that attract a wider number of people (and 
young people). Without generic youth projects; I do not see where young people will go in their spare 
time. 

• I feel there will be pockets of disadvantaged families that will be missed as services will be so 
stretched that an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. 



• I feel there will be pockets of disadvantaged families that will be missed as services will be so 
stretched that an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. 

• I fully appreciate the need to support families that may need it more than the 'average' family. 
However I do not think we should be penalised. I have a 4 month old daughter and use 3 sure start 
centres in my area. I'd be lost without them. 

• I fully understand the need to save money for the council but I feel more considerations should and 
could have been made about how to go about this. This proposal appears very black and white 
however I feel children's centres work in the very grey area that most other services don’t. Social 
care and family support (family solutions) work with the very high need families; that have been 
designated to meet their threshold. Voluntary groups; schools; pre schools etc work with all the 
universal families; however children’s centres are currently working with both the universal and 
targeted families. So I feel offering a very cost effective service considering the amount and variety 
of work they offer. They offer sessions for the whole community; which creates a base and via this 
base and the universal sessions families are picked up quickly or signposted to additional support as 
and when they need it; hence providing a very reactive preventative service; which I believe saves 
money in the long run. The East cluster team also offer a great outreach package and targeted 
group work to all those families identified by other agencies (Health visitors; survive; social care) as 
venerable. These organisations currently do not offer the regular and varied package of support that 
the east cluster of children's centre offer; for example parenting classes; respite crèche; adult 
learning; stay and play plus; domestic abuse support group; young mums group and dads group. An 
example of this is practice is with one family that was recently referred by the children's centre team 
to social care following concerns about parenting; this referral was turned down and the worker was 
told; 'if we were to take this family on we could not offer half of the sessions/support that you are 
currently giving the family.' Social care were impressed and surprised to hear that this family 
attended their local centre at least three times a week; with calls/texts to check up on their 
whereabouts if they did not turn up (Yate team.) Another example was at a recent child protection 
case conference where a member of children's centre staff was on the panel; the deciding factor for 
not placing the children on a child protection plan; was the family’s engagement with their local 
children’s centre and the fact that they were receiving a comprehensive support package (Yate 
team.)   With your clear A and B proposals I feel families who don’t fit into your proposal will miss out 
and could potentially slip through the net; which was what we understand preventative services were 
working hard to avoid. A clear example of this being that domestic abuse and post natal depression 
which both have significant impacts on young children’s development does not come in clear boxes 
and just in priority neighbourhoods; so how does your proposal plan to protect and prevent these 
families (for example in Winterbourne) slipping through the net??? 

• I know you need to reduce sots but I feel there is too much reliance on "hoping" the private sector 
will fill the gap 

• I like option B really disagree with option A 
• I like the youth centre as it is! It would be a great loss to the community if it were to change to said 

proposal. Don’t start making cuts involving the next generation. Start with the bureaucratic nightmare 
of paperclip counters in local office. leave the kids alone 

• I really don't believe that this is a true and fair consultation as there is no option to stay the same, in 
particular with regards to Sure Start. 

• I strongly disagree with an approach that even contemplates privatising everything. There’s no need 
for this 

• I think it is awful centres will be shut down particularly in areas where there isn't much for parents to 
take young children 

• I think it is unfair that families not counted as living in deprived areas are being penalised. The Sure 
Centre near me is well attended and yet it is to be taken away from us. Many families are struggling 
and it is nice to have somewhere to meet other parents and not have to pay a lot of money for the 
session. My husband works away during the week and I know other families where the fathers are 
away during the week but we are not classed as lone parents even though Monday to Friday 
effectively we are and these centres can make such a difference in preventing loneliness. 

• I think that it is unfair that they are proposing to shut down other centres that are not on their list 
• I think that the holistic approach is good in theory and I understand that with less money S Glos need 

to target areas of particular need but I feel that cuts to helping parents; families and young people 
before they present with need is short-sighted - just because one lives in a more affluent area 
doesn't mean there aren't real needs. 

• I think that the running particularly of the sure start centre should stay the same. It provides an 
excellent service and I am concerned that with the changes the service will decrease. 

• I think the closing of any of the children's Centres is a very bad ideal!! 



• I think the overall approach given the money available is the right one.  However you will need to 
engage organisations with a core of professionally qualified staff to provide the quality assurance 
that will be at risk if you rely mainly on volunteers and unqualified enthusiasts.  This is especially 
relevant when you are targeting those who are likely to have deeper issues to work through. 

• I think you have made a crucial decision in deciding to concentrate on assisting young people who 
are already having problems rather than spreading services too thinly 

• I understand that South Gloucestershire council is required to make cuts in services in order to save 
money; and is not in a position to negotiate this.  However; the reality is that families in South 
Gloucestershire are likely to suffer as a result.  With regard to Children's Centres; families who 
cannot access these services could become very isolated. 

• I understand that the Government has chosen to sacrifice public services in order to cut costs; and 
that South Gloucestershire Council is therefore obliged to reduce the range of services it offers to 
residents.  However; I feel that more research should be done to ascertain usage by service users.  I 
am concerned that many families in need might not now be able to access services.  Also; as a Sure 
Start employee undergoing a third restructure in a couple of years; this cannot be good for continuity 
of service to the public. 

• I understand the Early Years targeting situation but the destroying of the Youth Service and re-
instating it with outsiders providing activities does not make sense. It will mean many outside bodies 
e.g. police, Streetcare, anti-social behaviour teams etc left to pick up the pieces and what will 
happen to all the Youth workers? 

• I understand the need for saving money however I feel more ground work should have been 
undertaken as the ascertain  the current use of the services proposed to be cut. I feel there will be 
pockets of disadvantaged families that will slip through the net as services will be so stretched that 
an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. 

• I understand the need for saving money however I feel more ground work should have been 
undertaken as the ascertain the current use of the services proposed to be cut. I feel there will be 
pockets of disadvantaged families that will slip through the net as services will be so stretched that 
an effective preventative service will struggle to cope.  Also the way in which it has been presented 
is not in an easy way as a member of staff I had to have help to fill out this document due to not 
being able to understand the questions fully let alone a parent who may struggle with reading etc. 

• I understand the need to save money; however I have huge concerns around the impact of closing 
some Children's Centres and the effect this will have on the vulnerable families in those reach areas. 
I feel more groundwork should have been undertaken to assess the current use of those Centres; it 
is a highly likely that vulnerable families will 'slip through the net' as service will be so stretched that 
an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. I don't feel there has been enough public 
awareness of the Consultation. Parents have been told to express their views via the Website.  Many 
parents we work with might not have computer access; appropriate literacy skills; time and 
confidence to complete the survey; or the ability to even understand what is proposed let alone 
understand the questions on the survey when the layout and language is not very 'public friendly'.    I 
am also concerned that the role of all members of the Children's Centres team should be taken into 
consideration.  Obviously the role of the Development Workers is crucial in supporting families but 
the Family Information Advisers also play a vital role in making links with the local community; as 
well as providing a 'first point of contact' in centres for families to speak to.  They also provide 
invaluable business support which managers and development workers do not have the time or in-
depth knowledge to deal with efficiently. 

• I understand the need to save money; however I have huge concerns around the impact of closing 
some Children's Centres and the effect this will have on the vulnerable families in those reach areas. 
I feel more groundwork should have been undertaken to assess the current use of those Centres; it 
is a highly likely that vulnerable families will 'slip through the net' as service will be so stretched that 
an effective preventative service will struggle to cope. I don't feel there has been enough public 
awareness of the Consultation.  Parents have been told to express their views via the Website.  
Many parents we work with might not have computer access; appropriate literacy skills; time and 
confidence to complete the survey; or the ability to even understand what is proposed let alone 
understand the questions on the survey when the layout and language is not very 'public friendly'.    I 
am also concerned that the role of all members of the Children's Centres team should be taken into 
consideration.  Obviously the role of the Development Workers is crucial in supporting families but 
the Family Information Advisers also play a vital role in making links with the local community; as 
well as providing a 'first point of contact' in centres for families to speak to.  They also provide 
invaluable business support which managers and development workers do not have the time or in-
depth knowledge to deal with efficiently. 

• I understand the thinking behind early years provision targeting the vulnerable. However I totally 
disagree with the plans to disband the youth service and replace it with piecemeal provision relying 



on outside providers offering activities which will have to be based around the other plans they have 
for the buildings. Young people are facing an uncertain future in the days of recession and 
unemployment they need to know there is support for them. 

• I very much rely on my centre for support, if the centre were to close I would not have any other 
groups to attend as they have all closed in our area 

• If Oldland Youth Club no longer has support/funding from South Glos it directly affects Redfield Edge 
Pre-School. We cannot afford the rent on the building on our own if youth club closes, pre-school will 
close 

• If the proposals go ahead I am concerned about how new mothers (over the age of 25) will have 
access to sure start.  Older mums need as much support as teen mums, particularly with post natal 
depression.  Are courses for PND to all new mums still going to be offered?  What is going to 
happen to the "breast feeding cafes"?  Are courses on healthy eating & PEEPS still going to be 
offered to all? 

• In light of the need to make savings; this is inevitable. 
• Investment in young people is essential and it should not be left to the private/voluntary sector to find 
• It does not make sense to close two sure start centres when the sessions are already very popular. I 

visited Mangotsfield sure start centre today and it was lovely. A really good space; well equipped 
with a good outdoor space which will be made redundant under your proposals. What will happen to 
the users of Hanham and Mangotsfield if you close them? They will either fall through the gaps or 
will commute to the remaining centres which are already oversubscribed on some sessions (i.e. stay 
and play) 

• It has been unclear throughout. 
• It is difficult to say with more clarity. I do not think that services should be restricted. All families 

benefit - not only those with disadvantaged circumstances. Centres like these are a vital  place for 
meeting friends, sharing experiences and learning from other people which means it is really 
valuable for the well being of all families 

• It is not clear exactly what you imply by phrases such as 'integrated family solutions service' out 
sourcing makes integration more difficult for example and more costly 

• It is not just under privileged, low income, single parent families that need support. All new mums 
need a support network of other mums and professionals and post natal depression is indiscriminate 

• It is not very clear what the services will look like after the change.  It feels as if there will be a lot of 
small services that may not be joined up. It is difficult at present to find out what services there are 
(particularly for disabled teenagers) it seems that this will be more fragmented after the change. 

• It is not very clear what the services will look like after the change.  It feels as if there will be a lot of 
small services that may not be joined up. It is difficult at present to find out what services there are 
(particularly for disabled teenagers) it seems that this will be more fragmented after the change. 

• It seems as though in an attempt to put services into neat boxes and streamline your approach; you 
are proposing to shoe horn services together that do not fit. E.g. Youth Offending Team is not a 
preventative service.  The CAF process does not seem central to the preventative services 
proposals and it is hardly mentioned in the consultation. I think this is a mistake. 

• It should stay run by South Glos 
• Lack detail around what happens when children’s centres or youth groups have to be 

decommissioned 
• Limited consultation with services to develop the options is not evident.  Value and scope Youth 

Work had been ignored.  Opportunities for early intervention and prevention will be lost and result in 
children; young people and families becoming harder to reach; falling through the gap. 

• More support and use should be given and accessed to locally based charities and groups in line 
with the big society and localism. 

• My expertise is in the 11 - 19 age range and consequently my comments are in that section but 
overall I feel the Council appears to be backing off of its responsibilities. 

• My response to the consultation document is in relation to Strand 3 - Services for young people 
• Neither option is idea but should stay support by the council 
• Neither option is idea but should stay supported by the council if possible 
• Once you destroy all of these services; they will be difficult to re-establish at a later date. 
• Putting resources towards those most needy and vulnerable young people is important; but NOT at 

the expense of every other young person.  Executive member Sheila Cook said “Our vision in South 
Gloucestershire is for all children and young people to enjoy a safe and healthy life; and achieve 
their maximum potential”. The optimum word being 'all'.  Some of the most valuable work with those 
most needy and vulnerable is done in the presence of a differing array of young people.  I.e.; 
integration of 'hard to reach' young people amongst young people that are far more grounded.  This 
way; the outcomes are far more valuable.  If you were to only provide a service for those 'at risk' 
young people; all you do is create a scenario where more and more 'non risk' young people become 



at risk; because you don't allow them to have access to support and advice whenever they need it; 
only in crisis. 

• Question 1 is far too broad to give an answer to. 
• Short sighted; inflexible; ill informed; narrow minded- cost driven ideology. Lacking in basic statuary 

duty and care for the lives of young people; children and families. Contradictory in aims to mix early 
intervention and 'targeting' those at risk; i.e. no preventative work through universal services; no 
work with people before the need a 'referral to a targeted team'; no scope for voluntary participation 
and self referral; in short creating a mandate to treat people as problems. 

• Should stay under local authorities 
• Some parts of the approach are welcomed; others are not. 
• South Gloucestershire is a place where all children and young people can enjoy a safe and healthy 

life; achieve their maximum potential and thrive in their community? - This is your statement. So if 
the centres are used for those families that are seen to be in target groups; the 2.4" family unit will 
then be neglected. All sorts of families attend the groups at the centres and it’s great to have a mix of 
backgrounds. Being from a single parent family; my son and I get to integrate with those that have 
partners; have more than one child; are from different ethnicities etc. Having more stable influences 
around those that are more needy; is a great way to promote the advantages of being settled i.e. 
working; having a nice family life etc. For those families that are not in need of help professionally 
but feel that they need support to be a good parent; to have someone to talk with whether it’s 
regarding breastfeeding or potty training; the centre provided this through trained staff and peer 
support. Where will these average parents go to get heard and get support? Where will their average 
children go to gain developmental skill; social skills etc? 

• Strand three is not an integrated approach; departments are still separated and there is no clarity on 
the youth service.  The universal service has not been defined or even defined that well. 

• Strongly agree with services being more directed at most vulnerable through joined up services.  The 
'front door' approach to services will go a long way to enhance a currently fragmented system. 

• Strongly agree with the approach outlined in the bullet points under "What we are Proposing" on 
page 3.Not dissimilar to the thinking behind the Connexions service in 2000!! Though extended 
across a greater age range; which makes even more sense. We would advocate; at this point; 
commissioning a single service across all three strands; which would enable both a vertical and 
horizontal integration of delivery. We would like to propose an ‘Option C’ whereby a single service; or 
services; are awarded to a consortium with a lead contractor; working with a consistent supply chain 
of local expert voluntary and community providers; across all services.  We believe the key elements 
required for the commissioning of these services are:  Delivering a high quality customer experience 
through service excellence, Achieving service efficiencies through centralised savings whilst 
protecting frontline resources, Combining the best local provision within a resilient and financially 
robust supply chain framework, Capacity building for local service providers in conjunction with 
existing Authority and CVS capacity building programmes, Positioning the local market to be fit for 
purpose for current and impending service provision, Working to support Authority services retained 
in-house; and exploring with the Authority; models for integrating retained services as part of our 
proposed consortium model, Working with Authority procurement teams to reduce procurement 
wastage and achieve improved performance by ensuring a local; high quality; flexible and 
responsive supply chain to meet existing and future demands, Maximising existing resources to their 
capacity by full; intelligent utilisation and working with complementary funding e.g. (including but not 
restricted to: Department for Work and Pensions; Education Funding Agency; Ministry of Justice; 
Housing and Skills Funding Agency). With the aim of linking local area provision working alongside 
national programme delivery to best achieve local priorities and national aims, Maximising the 
proven ability of the VCS agencies involved in our consortium and partnership in bringing to the local 
area significant external funding available to the sector; alongside the significant added value of 
volunteering, Working across sectors and through the Single Business Process to ensure a common 
understanding of the services available alongside a common understanding of thresholds. We 
support the ‘no wrong door’ approach and believe that this should be through whichever service is 
first approached (rather than a single point of entry).  We support the single business process with 
additional involvement from significant VCS providers; which we believe will improve links with 
schools and community services and create a common understanding of thresholds; improved use 
of CAF and a better understanding of available services. The "payment by results" option is an 
interesting one. Not one which is getting good press at the moment; largely due to the difficulty of 
delivering the Work Programme in a falling economic climate. It probably can work; but the outcomes 
themselves will need to be very clearly defined and measurable - not an easy task when based on 
the results of working with those most disadvantaged and in need. We would be keen to explore 
service areas which could be piloted on a PBR basis to ensure that the mechanisms draw out and 
reward the best practices and service user impact. It would be worth considering the financial ability 



of potential delivery organisations to fund the front end of the process; before the outcome related 
funds start to flow. This is likely; therefore to limit the tenders for this type of contract to larger 
organisations with significant levels of financial backing behind them. It could lead to increased 
levels of sub-contracting; and therefore; the amount of funding which is spent on management and 
monitoring costs. 

• Taking away valuable youth services without alternatives already in place is asking for trouble the 
children do NOT understand the politics and finances and more importantly do not care; they just 
see it as another punishment and a sign that nobody cares!!! 

• The approach cuts off the rural communities who then become reliant on having their own method of 
transport 

• The approach focuses on the vulnerable members of our community which is appropriate; however 
this should not be at the cost of other services that the Sure Start Centres provide.  The Sure Start 
Centre I attend in Yate offers a wide range of services for families.  I myself do not fit into a category 
as described in the consultation as "at risk" but as a new parent in an unfamiliar area with no family 
in the locale; the centre has provided support; structured play and development for my child and 
myself.  To remove this structure from my community would be; in my opinion a huge loss to all 
current and future families who are not vulnerable; but do however need the support offered at these 
centres. 

• The approach seems to be contradictory. On the one hand; services are aiming to be targeted and 
therefore there is a decrease in the universal services; on the other hand; without universal and 
broad ranging services; it is difficult to know which young people need more intensive support. The 
statistics about the Youth Service; for example; do not identify which groups the 20% of young 
people belong to; and whether they are already young people who need additional support. The way 
that this group of services has been brought together offers little opportunity for streamlining 
bureaucratic process and paperwork as the services have very diverse roles. 

• The focus to concentrate disadvantaged families will leave a vast number of families without access 
to support that is difficult to obtain elsewhere. The support on parenting provided by the children's 
centres is needed and should be accessible to all families 

• The general principles are good, but my concerns would be for all the children and young people in 
deprived areas that are not in the 6 areas of the priority neighbourhoods.  For example, at 
Gillingstool Primary School we have 40% SEN children, 30% receiving free school meals, 10% are 
statemented children. I therefore feel that Thornbury has a great social need for a Sure Start and 
Children centres.  I feel that those children, young people and families would be cut off if those 
services were closed in Thornbury 

• The Greenfield Centre; Winterbourne offers a universal service to many families in the area. These 
families will not have access to these facilities or the fully trained staff in the future, if this centre 
closes as the nearest centres in Yate are full. Universal sessions provide the opportunity for trained 
staff to recognise any problems at an early stage. 

• The lack of an idea of how funding will impact on any decisions and an almost complete lack of 
information on how much money there will be and if cost is the main factor in any decision to 
split/privatise etc makes it very difficult to comment objectively on these 'proposals'. The intention IS 
to save money and to pretend these 'proposals' will make things better is difficult to believe or that 
the process has at its heart anything other than cuts is similarly difficult to believe. 

• The overall approach is a vast reduction in services available to young people & their parents. Whilst 
the short-term cost savings of such an approach are obvious the long-term socioeconomic effects 
will be expensive in both cost & impact on young people; parents & the wider community. Short-term 
cost savings are dangerous when it comes to children; young people & family services; and I believe 
the council has steeply underestimated the effect these cuts will have on the community. 

• The proposals drastically reduce services and facilities available within local areas 
• The question is far too broad to be meaningful. Some parts of the approach are to be welcomed; 

others are not. Regarding the consultation itself; publicity began after the first consultation had taken 
place (Filton 19th of March). Furthermore local South Glos services such as libraries were unaware 
of the consultation and did not have access to key documents; thus hindering public engagement 
and consultation. Consequently the results of the consultations will not even be a snapshot of 
service user’s views; but the response of those with pre-existing knowledge of the consultation and 
inevitably politicos. 

• The shutting down (which is what you are doing just in fancy "big society" words) of youth centres is 
another example of how the Torries are not looking out for this "society". How many kids from local 
youth centres go to or could afford to go to Eton my guess - none. Cameron and co were more than 
occupied by there school and extra activities but for these kids this is all they have the only link to the 
government. You wonder why election turn outs are poor well you are disenchanting most of the 
youth with polices which stop there education and now take away a place which is actually theirs. 



How many private companies will or do have the facilities to fund youth clubs in the area? You know 
this is a small number so why are you doing it. Predict an up rise in youth crime drugs and alcohol 
abuse from removing these youth centre and it will be your fault and you know it 

• The version of the consultation document aimed at young people is misleadingly worded:  "The 
council wants to ensure that more money gets spent on activities for young people to take part in; 
rather than spending money on buildings... The Council will be providing some money to help run 
activities for young people" - it would be more open to say "South Glos intends to pull out of running 
youth centres; aims to cut the money it spends on youth services; and hopes that grants and 
charities will take over". 

• The youth service does a great job already; surely if those in need want to use it; they will go to the 
service; instead of it going to them 

• There is very little information about the financial aspect of the changes or any acknowledgement 
that this is what is underpinning the entire process. 

• There seems to be a view that you can ignore the current situations of people and just start new 
plans with selected groups leaving some with no support at all 

• This consultation has not been made easy for the public to access. Have had several comments that 
initially there were difficulties and had to encourage people to keep trying. Not been well advertised. 
Putting pamphlets/leaflets about not enough. Limited press coverage. 

• This is not a consultation in is an attempt to legitimise your  approach by rubber stamping your 
agenda through a pseudo process when all you wish to do is cut Public Services and Privatise the 
remainder. 

• This question is far too broad to be meaningful; some aspects of the approach are to be welcomed 
and some need resisting.  We do have concerns about the consultation; however.  The public events 
were publicised to the press about the same time that first one (at Filton on 19th March) took place; 
so could not be published in time. In addition expected sources of information (e.g. South 
Gloucestershire libraries) did not have copies and were unaware of the consultation. 

• Understanding the need to save money but don’t think people above understand the Job which Sure 
Start do. 

• Valid points and service must be targeted and effective but use infrastructure already in place 
• We attend Severn Beach Surestart every week, for a small community it's always busy and 

extremely valuable there are no other local playgroups and local transport is really bad. If this is 
taken away parents won't get the chance to meet others and children may not get the chance to play 
with others and help with the transition to nursery. It's not just lone parents or parents with social 
problems who need support 

• We believe in universal provision for young people 
• We have concerns that the closing of the Severn Beach Centre will make it very difficult for local 

residents in this relatively isolated community to access the help they need. 
• We have concerns that the closing of the Severn Beach Centre will make it very difficult for local 

residents in this relatively isolated community to access the help they need. 
• We the Sure Start children's centre Dads group (Yate) feel we have no option but to strongly 

disagree with your proposals as we are very unclear about your proposals and the actual 'approach' 
you are offering. We find the information very confusing; specifically what you are intending to do 
and how services will change even once you have decided on option A or B. In addition option B is 
very confusing and needs to be made clearer before we can begin to understand and make an 
informed decision. 

• Well, it's very nice that the focus is on reaching out to more vulnerable people, but I also fear that it 
is going to make the people more "labelled". I have only recently started feeling that I am not a "bad" 
or "failed" parent if I need/want to ask for help and advice - I simply am doing it for the first time, and 
like in any job, don't know everything before. So I am deeply disappointed that "regular" parents and 
children aren't welcome anymore. We might feel just as helpless and need help. If preventative is the 
new key word, then everyone should be included. Although, maybe someone is looking into future 
and seeing many, many more disadvantaged parents and children, so the new way might be what is 
needed. I do like the idea of one "main door" to the services though; I really hope it can be pulled off. 

• What I disagree with most is closing the rural centres.  It means that people without their own car will 
be cut off as the public transportation is not reliable enough and does not run at appropriate times. 

• What I disagree with most is closing the rural centres.  It means that people without their own car will 
be cut off as the public transportation is not reliable enough and does not run at appropriate times. 

• With the talk of early intervention and targeted work to then propose to stop funding youth centres 
seems contradictory.  Youth centres provided both of those; whilst providing work with needs; sexual 
health work; drugs and alcohol prevention; anti social behaviour work; plus early intervention work 
that is so early it prevents many needing to move on to targeted and more expensive provision. 



• You are closing the facility at Hanham which is over used and will be missed by the community.  You 
are targeting families; what about the families that would not be included but find the facilities 
invaluable. 

• You are shattering a service that has been there to support all parents and done an excellent job.  
We all have time when we struggle and need help and the service provided now helps to prevent 
things getting out of hand so they end up needing intervention. The Sure start Centres have been a 
huge support to me through the first two years of being a parent with PND. I lacked confidences, felt 
a failure, even hated being a mum sometimes but the staff in Cadbury Heath Stay & Play sessions 
have been supportive, welcoming, full of excellent knowledge and experience and make you feel at 
ease by pointing out the good things I have done as a mother which has turned my attitude round 
about being a mum. I’m not under a social worker, I’m not a single parent and I'm not a drinker or a 
drug user, but even normal parent shave blips and need help.  In directing all your resources into just 
the people who you say need the service most, means they don't get the benefits of role modelling 
from other parents who are not in such a disadvantaged situation. If such a small percentage of 
people needing the service are not using it I feel they either don't want to use it or not being told 
about it enough. Children that use your centres are this countries future so I feel your proposals are 
very short sited. 

• Young people are at a vulnerable age and in order for a safe secure future environment we should 
be setting aside money to guarantee this. If we have unstable youth who feel rejected by society 
then it would only be natural for them to shy away yet still be a problem later on so prevention of an 
unstable future is better than a cure! 

• Young people need guidance and there is no where for them to go and be constructive 
• YP benefit from youth work in a multitude of ways; and so does society in general. Closing services 

will only save money in the short term as spending on dealing with bored and frustrated YP and 
neighbourhood complaints will increase. 

 



Q4: Please tell us your views about commissioning services from external suppliers 
 

• A lot of info is held in schools and other agencies which is not accessed by the current provision 
which seems to be a disjointed service rather than an approach which duties individual needs and 
circumstances 

• A smoke screen for a sell off. Nice shiny buildings will make a nice expensive private facility 
• Again there are pros and cons. The proposed way could mean that more specialised providers can 

be found rather than just choosing from the S Glos pool; but it could also make help more isolated 
rather than more joined up; as part of the aim is supposed to be. The more complex needs would not 
then be dealt with as a whole but as individual symptoms. This could result in conflicting help and 
advice being given and could be more expensive. If the provider was hoping to make money out of 
the service the most difficult and often most important needs could be ignored in favour of those with 
needs which are easier and cheaper to solve. 

• Again, I don't feel comfortable with it, I feel it might become too much cost-orientated and we will 
have to pay for everything. Why oh why can't the government get the massive tax dodgers to pay 
up? We all would be in much better situation... 

• Alongside any commissioning of services a strong quality assurance model is required in order that 
both operational and strategic decisions are evidence based on agreed criteria. 

• As a body run by the council; this is an impartial centre dedicated to the development of my child and 
me as a parent.  It is my belief that external providers will not be able to continue this impartiality and 
this will inevitably exclude certain groups and members of our community.  Surely it is optimum that 
we keep communities and people from all walks of life engaging with each other rather than 
introducing measures that could potentially exclude and segregate our community. 

• As a national charity who are currently commissioned by several Local Authorities across the country 
to provide services similar to those included in this consultation 4Children has first hand experience 
of the advantages of commissioning services from external providers from the charity sector; for 
example:    Charities/VCS groups who run similar services elsewhere to those being commissioned 
can bring a breadth and depth of good practice and learning to share with the local authority; local 
partners and local families on 'what works' in order to drive innovation throughout the life of a 
contract  External providers with charitable status can often access additional funding streams and 
grants that would not be available to a local authority  We have also found that where we have been 
commissioned as an external provider our status as a charity rather than statutory service means we 
are better able to break down barriers preventing the most hard to reach families accessing services    
4Children would be delighted to discuss further with South Gloucestershire Council the advantages 
we believe could be achieved from commissioning services from external providers. 

• As above. 
• Based on our experience with the dept; we would rather engage with trusted external providers. 
• Better to work with existing team than bring in external agency that won't necessarily do job better. 

Improve what you've got 
• By outsourcing the services; you will not be able to guarantee that they will be universal in their 

approach of who uses the services and you will not be able to guarantee the quality of the services 
provided. 

• Charitable organisations; such as Barnardos, could be used. 
• Commissioning external providers mean losing touch with the people that pay for the council. To 

whom will the commercial operations be accountable? It probably also means significant duplication 
of particular services (administration; logistics) that would be better centralised with the council. 

• Commissioning services from external providers means South Glos will have considerably less 
quality control; and this leaves far too many people exposed to far too much risk if those external 
providers aren't up to scratch. South Glos already doesn't throw enough resources at families & 
vulnerable young people and their parents and shipping out services to external providers will not 
rectify that situation and more worryingly could; in the long-term; make things worse. 

• Commissioning services reduces providers focus to unit costs. Quality and longer term development 
is not valued. People's reasons for delivering services and making a difference are just not the 
same. Breaking these cultural values by commissioning ensures this element is lost you can't put it 
in a spreadsheet but once gone its difficult to retrieve 

• Committed staff would loose their jobs and families would be left with nothing 
• Concerns it will become a post code lottery. 
• Concerns regarding staff jobs and how this will have an impact on current terms and conditions - 

pensioning etc also how this will impact on families - will the service be monitored for quality control - 
will info sharing take place? 



• Dedicated Youth work is essential to help the disaffected and target teenage pregnancy; alcohol 
abuse and anti social behaviour. All these will put pressure on other budgets especially Streetcare. 
Where will the continuing professional development for staff come from? Who will ensure high 
quality performance management? What does the future hold for the exceptional youth leaders 
whose talents should be valued not disposed of? Some folk have the choice if it can be called a 
choice; of taking responsibility for sub standard buildings in order to keep their young people off the 
streets. This is making our young people second class citizens. 

• Don't like the thought of someone else just to come in and change everything I would feel not 
comfortable as at the moment I’m happy with the support I get and don't feel I could open out to 
anyone else 

• Don't shut Westgate Centres - it's a brilliant location and could be run part time with other people 
• Don't shut Westgate, keep it as a part time centre as it's more central easier to get to and a valuable 

resource 
• Even if you could prove this would help surely the cost and disruption should rule it out 
• External agencies are a business; the reason behind them running would change to making money 

rather than quality of service. The price would dramatically increase, so family would not be able to 
afford it. It would then end up being like any other nursery or group. These one that are currently 
running as so important, as there are three in my area, they are normally full up, so it shows that 
they are needed and enjoyed. 

• External providers are also undergoing financial cuts. What happens to existing providers using 
these facilities as per agreements for free? The council will need to build this into their cost 
consideration. 

• External providers may not have the necessary expertise that is required for early intervention. 
• Feel lost because I know everyone here 
• From my understanding the council may sure the services are run correctly and there for target are 

met which not only instils confidence in young people but it also shows parents that young people 
have a safe place to go instead of hanging out on street corners/parks with no purpose 

• Having the local authority run the centres means that local organisations such as nurseries; 
childminders and schools; are all singing from the same song sheet. The agenda of the centre is to 
assist families and to help with children's development in readiness for pre-school/school. If run by 
another provider - what will be their agenda? Will they still need to have government targets to meet 
i.e. raising the unemployment rate of families in certain areas; increasing breastfeeding in the area? 
How will the other providers link in with the schools if not run by LA? 

• I agree with this however it concerns me that if no external provider is found for example; a children’s 
centre will close; thus losing a valuable resource to the children and families which live in that area 

• I am concerned that the private sector will offer short term cost savings; and then increase the price 
of the services. Experiences of working with the private sector in some elements of Youth Justice 
have been poor; and there seems to be little accountability when large packages or extensive 
contracts are sold on. It appears counterintuitive to the working together agenda to move away from 
other areas of the council; where work often overlaps; when one focus of the work is to stop 
duplication of work. 

• I am concerned that the services will decrease with external providers as funding decreases. 
External providers are often already overstretched. It may also become a service which is not 
available for everyone. 

• I am happy for external service providers to take over some services but they must have a proven 
track record and be widely available (again referring to disabled young people) 

• I am happy for external service providers to take over some services but they must have a proven 
track record and be widely available (again referring to disabled young people) 

• I am very unsure about this; on one hand it could provide great diversity; but on the other a 
structured approach is required to ensure those organisations have access to funds with which to 
run the activities.  In general; there could be an opportunity for groups who serve rural or 'niche' 
areas to apply for funding ... it is the lack of evidence of how this could work and understanding the 
pit fall.  If; however; it is universal service based around the leisure activities of young people; then 
experimentation could be positive.... 

• I believe all children’s support services should be supplied by one organisation splitting up with 
separate leads could mean differing degrees of care in different areas 

• I believe that this is a job which should be done by people who understand the needs of young 
people having been trained to do this.  I feel outside agencies would be unable to deliver a complete 
service and should have training; police checks and be qualified to do the job they are being asked 
to do.  I feel that external providers would possible not have the commitment that dedicated workers 
have. 



• I can think of many high profile examples in recent years where the commissioning of services has 
failed; locally and nationally; with sometimes big consequences. A few examples that spring to mind 
include 1) The abuse at Winterbourne View Care Home; 2) G4S services providing electronic 
tagging for offenders in the community on court orders. The monitoring is unreliable and there are 
examples of serious further offences being committed when the person should be being monitored; 
but they were not; including murder; 3) A4E and the dubious (or fraudulent) way that they published 
their successes in order to get payment by results; 4)Care UK residential children's homes - these 
are expensive; are staffed with poorly trained people who are ill equipped to manage the children in 
their care and thus fail (in my opinion) to adequately protect the children who are placed there; 5) 
Private Prisons such as Ashfield - regularly falling short in inspections; 6) Youth Services being 
commissioned in Bath to a whole range of providers with few successes in terms of continuity of 
provision; standards and reliability of services.  The risk to children and young people of 
commissioning such vital preventative services in terms of safeguarding is too high. The risk to the 
council's finances in terms of having to monitor and organise the commissioning of these services; 
not to mention the costs involved with having to pick up the pieces when the arrangements fail; is 
also too high. 

• I disagree with this view; the real positive of working for South Gloucestershire and the experiences 
from service users is the equability of services no matter where you live. The joined up approach 
stopping parents from having to tell their story more than once and the ability to support the whole 
family is a strength I feel Sure Start will lose. Private providers etc. may be able to deliver; however 
the quality of the services may differ in each area and depending on where you live may depend on 
the quality of service you receive. I also feel we have seamless links with services and work to meet 
the needs of a whole family seeking advice and guidance if needed from other sections within the 
council. Having to work with a provider that cannot or chooses not to share info; resources etc. will 
make things so much more difficult for all workers and service users.  Furthermore; Sure Start and 
South Gloucestershire Council have a good name.  There could be a stigma attached for families 
wishing to access services offered by a new provider which is something I have heard parents say. 
Currently; there are many examples of effective integrated working (such as CAF meetings); which 
could suffer if Sure Start was not run by South Gloucestershire Council.   Families know the service 
& the staff & feel comfortable & secure that it is an organisation run by the local council. A change to 
the service could disrupt many vulnerable families. It has been difficult enough to reach out to these 
families & for them to engage with the service.   Good relationships have been established with other 
agencies including health & being under the local council enables sure start workers to communicate 
confidentially & easily (internal e-mails; phone). Sure start no longer being with the council could be 
potentially detrimental to the already established inter- professional multi-agency working that exists. 
The majority of referrals that sure start receive come via health.  I feel that the outreach service 
should be protected for families in non-priority areas. 

• I disagree with this view; the real positive of working for South Gloucestershire and the experiences 
from service users is the equability of services no matter where you live. The joined up approach 
stopping parents from having to tell their story more than once and the ability to support the whole 
family is a strength I feel we will lose. Private providers etc may be able to deliver to a spec however 
the quality of the services may differ in each area and depending on where you live may depend on 
the quality of service you receive. I also feel we have seamless links with services and work to meet 
the needs of a whole family seeking advice and guidance if needed from other sections within the 
council. Having to work with a provider that cannot or chooses not to share info; resources etc. will 
make things so much more difficult for all workers and service users. 

• I disagree with this view; the real positive of working for South Gloucestershire and the experiences 
from service users is the equability of services no matter where you live. The joined up approach 
stopping parents from having to tell their story more than once and the ability to support the whole 
family is a strength I feel we will lose. Private providers etc maybe able to deliver to a spec however 
the quality of the services may differ in each area and depending on where you live may depend on 
the quality of service you receive. I also feel we have seamless links with services and work to meet 
the needs of a whole family seeking advice and guidance if needed from other sections within the 
council. Having to work with a provider that cannot or chooses not to share info; resources etc. will 
make things so much more difficult for all workers and service users. Also at the moment the parents 
are do not worry too much about coming to see someone who works within the council rather than 
someone who works for a specialist agency as there is no stigma attached to it. Whereas some 
parents may not come to us with issues as they do not want to be seen to be failing as a parent. 

• I do not have a problem with external providers running these services but if they are not supported 
with funding and professional support they will not be able to operate. You hear every day how 
grants & funding for such things are being withdrawn therefore they have to close down. It’s the 
authority’s way of palming off responsibility, so they cannot be to blame further down the road when 
these providers can't sustain the service.  What you are suggesting is reliant on volunteers and fund 



raising to keep these services going. Most parents/grandparents would love to be involved but just 
don't have the time as they have to work longer hours and later in years to be able to afford the live 
and pay taxes..........there is little time left to do much else anymore. 

• I don't feel that this would bring good quality youth work to local communities.  Unqualified people 
may be employed or volunteers who do not have the experience or skills of Youth Workers; or for 
that matter the relationship forming skills which we see as vital to our work.  I feel commissioning 
would force providers to cut costs at many levels and quality would be lost in the process. 

• I don't feel you will get a consistency across the authority; thus creating a postcode lottery; where 
some service users receive a good service and others don't; much like the inconsistency across the 
borders of neighbouring authorities.  Commissioning from external providers leads to the temptation 
to go for the cheapest option - this is not always the best quality; often using lower paid; lower 
qualified staff.  The idea of the integrated CYPS Hubs were great; they are still evolving; and 
commissioning from external providers means you would be unlikely to get such an integrated team 
as you do now.  This is just beginning to work and the benefits are beginning to be felt - please don't 
change this now.  However I do see that a wider variety of services may be offered by using external 
providers. 

• I don't object to using external providers but there doesn’t seem to be a proper outsourcing strategy - 
more a "lets hope someone does it" approach 

• I don’t think external providers will focus on the children as much as they should because they will be 
too focused on making profits; or worrying about the financial side of what is in reality a business 
venture. 

• I don't think that external providers will be able to give the level of support we are getting now! 
• I feel some services are very complex and not operating independently so would be hard to 

commission and keep the quality of service 
• I feel that commissioning out services will have a detrimental effect on the consistency of service 

provision for users. Integrated working simply will not happen if other providers choose not to share 
information.  Surely this goes against the Council's objectives of providing a joined-up early 
intervention and prevention; targeted at those most in need; delivered through multi-disciplinary 
teams and evidence based programmes?    The real positive of working within the Council and the 
experiences of service users is the equability of services no matter where they live.  The ability to 
support the whole family is a strength I feel will be lost.  External providers may be able to deliver; 
however the quality of the services may differ in each area and; depending on where a family lives; 
may depend on the quality of service they receive.  We have strong links with other services and 
work to meet the needs of a whole family seeking advice and guidance from different sections within 
the Council.  Having to work with external provides who may not share information; resources etc. 
will make things so much more difficult for all workers as well as service users in need.    South 
Gloucestershire Council and Sure Start have a good name within communities and there could be a 
stigma attached from families wishing to access services offered by an external provider.  Families 
know Sure Start and the staff and feel comfortable and secure knowing it is run by the Council.  A 
change in the service will disrupt many vulnerable families; especially those who are hard to reach 
where we have worked hard to get them to engage with us.    The current outreach/referral process 
is likely to be affected if services are commissioned out; resulting in families not getting the support 
they need.    How would quality control for services be delivered and who would take responsibility 
for monitoring this? 

• I feel that commissioning out services will have a detrimental effect on the consistency of service 
provision for users. Integrated working simply will not happen if other providers choose not to share 
information.  Surely this goes against the Council's objectives of providing a joined-up early 
intervention and prevention; targeted at those most in need; delivered through multi-disciplinary 
teams and evidence based programmes?    The real positive of working within the Council and the 
experiences of service users is the equability of services no matter where they live.  The ability to 
support the whole family is a strength I feel will be lost.  External providers may be able to deliver; 
however the quality of the services may differ in each area and; depending on where a family lives; 
may depend on the quality of service they receive.  We have strong links with other services and 
work to meet the needs of a whole family seeking advice and guidance from different sections within 
the Council.  Having to work with external provides who may not share information; resources etc. 
will make things so much more difficult for all workers as well as service users in need.    South 
Gloucestershire Council and Sure Start have a good name within communities and there could be a 
stigma attached from families wishing to access services offered by an external provider.  Families 
know Sure Start and the staff and feel comfortable and secure knowing it is run by the Council.  A 
change in the service will disrupt many vulnerable families; especially those who are hard to reach 
where we have worked hard to get them to engage with us.    The current outreach/referral process 
is likely to be affected if services are commissioned out; resulting in families not getting the support 



they need.    How would quality control for services be delivered and who would take responsibility 
for monitoring this? 

• I feel that out sourcing the services will mean that they have to focus to much on making money to 
keep them available than providing a good service 

• I feel the parents who attend the centres need consistency and have already undergone so many 
changes in South Glos. 

• I feel the quality of service we provide will be lost and information sharing/joined up approach will be 
lost too. 

• I feel the quality of service we provide will be lost and information sharing/joined up approach will be 
lost too. 

• I feel this is unrealistic and will lead to inconsistencies, variable quality provision and expensive 
overheads in both commissioning and supervising 

• I fully disagree with this view as it goes against all that South Glos council and the preventative 
services team and integrated working team is aiming for. The current approach of working together 
and sharing information is hard enough as it is; but is being effective in working for and with families 
to improve outcomes for children. CAF's are fully embedded in the children's centre practice and is 
showing how working together is making an impact. The children’s centre prides itself on being a 
one stop shop for families so that they can tell 'their story' to one person who they can rely on to 
bring in the support/services they need to them; not shipping them off and referring to lots of other 
agencies; this I feel is a huge strength of the Yate and east cluster children’s centre team. In addition 
the council name and work is respecting both by staff and service users; if the service was 
commissioned out I feel the children's centre (if it continued to be one) would loose its respect as 
many parents tell us that they are doubtful and suspicious of private organisations. In addition staff 
understand and work professionally with each other to share information; knowledge and skills. This 
is evidenced with the amount of in house training and support that has been offered to the children’s 
centre team; with their work with the safeguarding trainer; the SENCO and childminding team. I 
believe working with a private organisation will truly impact negatively on the current and successful 
way this works. 

• I recognise that there many voluntary providers who can provide a good service and many currently 
do.  In my opinion these service providers are an addition to local government provided service.  A 
downfall of these providers is they are not democratically accountable. 

• I think it's a great idea. Everyone needs to contribute to children in the community, they are our 
future! 

• I think making the centres available to a number of groups is a good idea but I'm worried about if 
sessions costs will have to rise. 

• I think more information is needed on this 
• I think that if you give too much to external agencies there is more likelihood of a variance in the 

services provided. 
• I think that if you give too much to external agencies there is more likelihood of a variance in the 

services provided. 
• I think that there are potential dangers - OK as long as there are effective quality assurance 

processes in place to ensure that commissioned services are actually good quality etc. The risk is 
that once a choice is made to get a cheaper alternative the services currently available internally 
may not be sustainable and not exist - people could loose choice and end up with a worse service. In 
some areas it may work but necessarily for everything. 

• I think that there are potential dangers - OK as long as there are effective quality assurance 
processes in place to ensure that commissioned services are actually good quality etc. The risk is 
that once a choice is made to get a cheaper alternative the services currently available internally 
may not be sustainable and not exist - people could loose choice and end up with a worse service. In 
some areas it may work but necessarily for everything. 

• I think the Authority should take the role of auditor and monitor and use appropriately staffed and 
experienced providers to ensure quality; maintain independence and achieve value for money. 

• I think we need to strengthen and invest in existing services that have a vast wealth of experience. 
We need to measure what we do so that we can demonstrate outcomes of intervention 

• I think you need to be absolutely sure that further commissioning would improve preventative 
services. How will you robustly measure quality; impact and value for money? 

• I worry that certain children (disabled) will miss out. 
• I worry that it will lead to privatisation and the whole sure start concept will be lost. I would be unable 

to afford private costs but am not an 'at risk group'. My children and me would miss out of the help, 
support and community that the centres currently offer. 

• I wouldn't prefer not to didn't possible 



• If external providers are commissioned the Council need robust procedures in place to monitor the 
quality of the provision with clauses to manage poorly performing services. Higher risk services 
(those working with the most vulnerable young people e.g. looked after children service or youth 
offending team services) need an additional level of consideration in terms of whether a 
commissioned service could deliver provision that would keep young people and communities safe. 

• If private providers are used they will become like a business. This is a crucial service 
• If services are not taken over by local councils/school/charities what provision will there be in place 

for young people? What will prevent 'mainstream' young people and those without current identified 
additional needs from becoming more at risk and falling into a higher risk category in the future? 

• If South Glos now find themselves in a position that they are no longer able to support these 
provisions what confidence have they that local parish councils will be able to do so. 

• I'm involved in a charity run playgroup and can see this will have a huge impact upon us 
• In light of budget constraints we feel the L A would be better trusted than a single targeted 

commission provider 
• In many areas quality services are currently delivered which are the result of the partnership 

between the local authority; partner organisations and voluntary sector groups. Whilst this can 
always be improved there is not a strong evidence base that costs will be reduced and quality of 
outcome increased through increased commissioning. The local authority across all services has a 
skilled and motivated workforce which should continue to be central to development and delivery. 
The 3rd sector in South Gloucestershire is also relatively small and would face significant capacity 
and development issues. Parish and Town councils and many smaller voluntary organisations  
would in the main not have the capacity to provide functions such as HR; Professional support and 
development; planning and review structures etc. So there would therefore likely still be a function 
and cost to local authority to provide this 

• In principle it should be the outcome that determines the provider.  However this means that instead 
of spending money on bricks and mortar; South Glos will be using resources to build capacity in the 
Third Sector; which is weakest in the very places where the need for services is greatest.  Indeed the 
lack of voluntary sector capacity is one reason why the need is greatest in those areas. 

• In some sectors there are good providers already - why change? 
• In the past; the out sourcing of public services to external providers both voluntary and private has 

been at best patchy; and at worst disastrous. External providers often lack the skills; knowledge and 
experience to provide effective and consistent provision and have their own agendas - seldom based 
upon respect for the individual but instead being profit driven or with a specific religious 
underpinning. In my view; this is wholly inappropriate when working with highly vulnerable and 
disadvantaged young people. 

• It is important that whoever is commissioned is able to respond to local needs and not try to adopt a 
"one size fits all" approach. 

• It is simply passing the duty to provide services on to others who do not have the experience 
• It will limit the current services offered. I think Sure Start should carry on how they are 
• It works well as it is people won't be able to afford it if external provider takes over 
• Local authority has a role obligation to meet with young people society can't expect/assume 

everything will be run by these "other" organisations 
• Loss of central control, fragmented services, loss of overall purpose 
• Many do not have the resources to provide the services we will just have a reduction all round. I feel 

the rural areas will be ill served by all this 
• Means that services provided become 'post code lottery' and a child will be better/worse off 

depending on where they live. if continued to have all services provided by same council then 
everyone will be offered same services and resources 

• Members of the public have built up trust with council staff over a long period of time. 
• My expertise is in the 11 - 19 age range and consequently my comments are in that section but 

overall I feel the Council appears to be backing off of its responsibilities. 
• My main concern with using external providers is the cost issue- they would be free to set prices for 

groups meeting in their rooms to whatever they wanted; and this would not necessarily be affordable 
for the people who needed to access the service. Also; I think it is wrong for people to profit from 
other people's needs; for example from the breastfeeding support group which supports women 
such as myself who can be in a very bad way and need a lot of help. 

• My major concern is whether members of the public who South Gloucestershire Council are 
committed to provide a service to will miss out and suffer; especially vulnerable families.  I 
understand that the idea with "One Big Society" is that public services are cut and private 
organisations pick up the slack.  Can it be guaranteed that private companies will maintain services 
currently offered?  For example; Thornbury Children's Centre is not identified as being in a priority 
neighbourhood.  What happens to the variety of services offered there; such as Twins Club; Ante 



Natal and Post Natal Group; Baby Group; Breastfeeding Support group etc?  Now that the rural 
service is to be discontinued; what will happen to families in areas such as Willsbridge and 
Pucklechurch; when there is no Children's Centre for an external provider to take over?  Can it be 
guaranteed that external providers will be able to meet the needs of these families? 

• Never as good as in house 
• No control from local government - why break what really works 
• Not understanding the communities needs; will turn into a private sector money driven system which 

will mean families slip under the net and will cost the government more money in the future to rectify 
issues e.g. behaviour at school; local crime; vulnerable families being missed and issues not 
addressed 

• Ok for the remaining centres but strongly feel that the 6 priority children’s centres must stay with the 
LA 

• One would expect that the external provider has an expertise and understanding of the sector 
• Only local government can guarantee the long term survival and universal access for the community.  

I think this move is purely ideological and in no way has the best interests of the young people of this 
community at heart.  Privatisation will only mean a narrowing of services. I'm not from an ‘at risk’ 
group, and the Filton centre saved my sanity when I was a new mum.  I had no friends or family in 
the area and the post natal group and further baby groups provided me with a support network that I 
still count on today.  I certainly wouldn't have accessed the centre if it was run by a private company 
or religious group. 

• Overall provision of services will become fragmented - different providers may not work together.  
Difficult to ensure quality of provision. 

• Problems could be dependent on what services there are in those areas.  If the wrong providers 
come forward there will be less chance for integrated services and may not provide for children in 
the correct way, therefore, more cracks will appear for children, young people and families to fall 
through. 

• Re-organisation should be more effective and less expensive than privatisation, common sense 
• Service needs to continue at same levels or exceeded only 
• So long as they could do it better than you; then of course it's a good idea. I also worry that you do 

not have the experience to commission these sorts of services. 
• Some of these may be positive; however in my experience there aren't many organisations that are 

willing to run things solely for the benefit of YP and educating them and enabling them to develop in 
a supported way. 

• Some services are going to be needed to be commissioned out but the six priority neighbourhoods 
should definitely stay within the council as it stands Sure Start Children's Centres do a very good job 
at working with families.  If the centres are sent to external providers then the whole idea of 
integrated working will stop which is a key part of working with children and families. 

• South Glos staff are the highly trained and can detect child protection issues. Young people in 
poverty use youth centres as a means to learning social skills; Cooking; eating healthy meals; 
achieving awards. Youth Centres are Award Centres and I feel this needs to be shown more. Youth 
Centres do not make a lot of money but that doesn't mean they are less in need. They are more in 
need because they cover a whole range of topics that schools do not. If you take staff out of youth 
centres these centres will become places without clear goals on improving the lives of young people. 
Youth Workers are the countries eyes into the world of young people. They see what teachers and 
parents don’t and often fronted with real life issues that everyone else ignores. 

• Staff should have experience; skills; training and understanding of services users.  Certain standards 
and policies and procedures need to be in place.  Transferring control of youth centres to 
organisations that may not have any understanding of 'Youth Work' and what’s needed to work with 
young people. 

• Strongly agree with services being commissioned; only concern is if this reduces quality in respect of 
employing appropriately qualified staff and having sufficient workforce development policies in place 
to keep services relevant and competitive.  Need to avoid the risk of going down the same road as 
residential childcare. 

• Strongly disagree as South Glos workers all ready know vulnerable family 
• Strongly disagree with sure start being commissioned out to external providers.    Why make 

changes when the service is working????    Families know the service & the staff & feel comfortable 
& secure that it is an organisation ran by the local council. A change to the service could disrupt 
many vulnerable families. It has been difficult enough to reach out to these families & for them to 
engage with the service. Families might be put off by private organisations.     Good relationships 
have been established with other agencies including health & being under the local council enables 
sure start workers to communicate confidentially & easily (internal e-mails; phone). Sure start no 
longer being with the council could be potentially detrimental to the already established inter 



professional multi-agency working that exists. The majority of referrals that sure start receive come 
via health.    Children's centre buildings are safe & purpose built so they are appropriate for use. I 
understand that it is proposed that sure start use more available community venues. However; these 
venues are often not suitable; hazardous; cold in the winter (inappropriate for baby massage) & do 
not offer suitable facilities for groups. For example; often there is not any available storage meaning 
that staff will have to transport equipment between venues which can be detrimental in terms of time 
& physical health (heavy lifting). Often the provision is of a much lower quality.  In addition; if groups 
are running from schools; school premises are closed during the holidays which can be the most 
vulnerable times for some families. The children’s centre provides a warm; welcoming safe & 
consistent environment for the parents and children. 

• The impact of this is unclear therefore unable to make judgement on agreement at this stage 
• The Local Authority is positioned well to know the needs of the locality.  It will take time for 

commissioned providers to build up expertise and there maybe differences in approaches if more 
than one provider is commissioned to deliver a service.  A payment by results could present 
challenges; where work is very vulnerable families and progress may move back and forwards over 
a period of years. 

• The Local Authority should retain control of these services which are vital to the community. 
• The model that delivers the best value for the council at an acceptable quality level is the one that 

should be pursued. 
• The 'proposals' are an attack on the idea of public service and universal services and run the risk of 

fragmenting provision; destroying valued and valuable services; dismantling and complicating co-
operation and inter-agency working; and offering a diminished and low value service to vulnerable 
and disadvantaged groups. There is a clear risk of private companies 'creaming off' the valuable 
services; offering 'loss leading' bids to gain potentially valuable future contracts and offering limited 
and poor quality services now and in the future. 

• The services will ultimately be privatised and mean fewer people will be able to use them 
• The universal approach will undoubtedly fall by the wayside as they each have their own ideas of 

running the centre. Fewer courses may be offered and if they are there may be a charge attached.  
Those on low incomes may not be able to afford this.  E.g. Charing for baby massage courses. 

• There will need to be accountability/ monitoring and quality assurance 
• They are profit focused not 'customer' focused. There are many examples of commissioning services 

to external providers that have failed. 
• they will run for a while then close this is something you should not privatise at any cost 
• This can be more effective as there is likely to be smaller organisations; which are more nimble 

footed; less overloaded by bureaucracy and cheaper; due to lower overhead costs. Please take into 
account; though; the comments in the previous question regarding outcome based funding and the 
size and wealth of an organisation capable of supporting its delivery.    We suggest a framework of 
preferred suppliers leading to a consortium model that brings together the best in local voluntary; 
private and community sector services; alongside any retained local authority services. 

• This depends on how good a job these organisations do; but i don't think they would do as good a 
job as the council run service 

• This has the potential to give better access to more specialist trained staff. However the cost of 
accessing these services is a concern. There is also the concern lined to capacity. When purchasing 
from outside agencies the council has no control over the size of private provision; therefore areas 
with less demand could fall by the wayside and areas with high demand could fail to recruit 
sufficiently resulting with limited capacity to respond to need. 

• This process will compromise the standard of service children and young people will receive; and the 
level of support will be inconsistent based on need and geographical area..... 

• This rarely saves money. The council should use its existing staff to run a comprehensive service 
rather than a "patchwork" of other providers 

• This will make it more difficult to ensure the level of quality. 
• This will make it more difficult to ensure the level of quality. 
• This would be far preferable to losing these services altogether but I would imagine that external 

providers would have to charge for these services in order to afford to take on these services. This 
would alienate vulnerable groups and perhaps would not provide the unique services found at our 
children's centres. If the council provides the money then I am still dubious as; in my experience; 
outsourcing always costs more than originally quoted; involves unnecessary staff movements and is 
never managed as well as the people who know their jobs inside and out. 

• This would require as much, or more monitoring of other local organisations than it would cost to 
continue to run youth clubs via the local authority? This approach would be fragmented and may be 
biased in some local areas as opposed to theirs just because there happens to be a well funded 
organisation that can take on the work - in a wealthier area. What happens to those areas that are 



less well off and don't have the local organisations to fill the gap. Where would that leave vulnerable 
and under privileged children? This doesn't see fair to me? 

• Too many variants in the external providers, would services become part of a 'lottery' type issue, 
what’s available depends on where you live, could this lead to parents having to move to gain 
services for children? 

• Voluntary sector groups will not being able to offer equivalent...Quality; value for money; safe 
guarding; health and safety; training; support; supervision; knowledge and use of CAF; local area 
and community knowledge; partnerships with local organisations; relationships with users. 

• Voluntary sector and private sector proficient at working to targets and outcomes within budgetary 
constraints. Difficult to add these parameters to public sector T&C and JD's 

• We do however have big concerns on the likelihood that someone else will take on the building. This 
is due to age, high maintenance fees etc 

• We feel you are offering us the service users a postcode lottery service. You are saying one area is 
better than another and the service you provide us members of the public will vary in importance. We 
feel you are targeting services and your knowledge on parenting skills and ability based on where 
people live not actual need. Anyone can be or become vulnerable at any time. We consider 
ourselves to be 'ok' and probably all fit into the 'universal' category as the majority of us live in 
winterbourne; Frampton Cotterell and Yate (we attend the Yate centre) however we all feel that 
without the option to use our local children's centres (both Winterbourne and Yate) we could have 
easily fallen into the 'at risk' group at anyone time. This is because a number of our partners/wives 
had postnatal depression that was picked up by the staff at the winterbourne children's centre; where 
they were offered support and attended post natal group; baby group and stay and play. this 
provided a great avenue of support. We as dads were then encouraged to attend the dads group 
which was only just set up (this was 3 years ago) and we have got support for each other and 
learned how to support our partners.  We feel strongly that commissioning services out will not help 
get a strong overall approach and support for families with children 0-5 years which we feel is much 
needed and comes best from the highly respected; trained and excellent council workers that are 
currently running the service. We use both centres across the cluster for different activities and this 
works best and we know that the service is the same in all children's centres. 

• We need unbiased services and external suppliers will have their own agenda 
• We support in-house provision of public services where possible.  This ensures consistency and the 

setting and monitoring of the high service standards we all expect.  We do not support the roll-out of 
more currently council-provided services to external providers.  We do recognise and value the work 
that voluntary-sector organisations provide in certain locations; especially in relation to youth 
services.  We feel these organisations currently live a 'hand to mouth' existence and deserve a 
commitment of long-term support from South Gloucestershire Council. 

• We support the in-house provision of public services where possible.   By keeping services in-house; 
the standard of services can be set and monitored to the high levels expected.   We do not support 
the carte-blanche roll out of services to external providers.   We do however recognise the important 
role local voluntary organisations play in South Glos.   We expect that local organisations; such as 
Southern Brooks Community Partnership will be given the long-term support by SGC which they 
deserve and that they are subsequently able to provide important services consistently and over 
longer periods of time. 

• We support the in-house provision of public services where possible. By keeping services in-house; 
the standard of services can be set and monitored to the high levels expected. We do not support 
the carte-blanch role out of services to external providers; we do however recognize the important 
role local voluntary organizations play in South Glos. We expect that local organizations; such as 
Southern Brooks; will be given the long-term support by South Glos that many of them deserve; and 
that they are subsequently able to provide important services consistently and over longer-periods of 
time. This should apply irrespective of whether the service is centre-based; council property or 
council staff. 

• What happens if none of the external providers do not want/are unable to take over? Quality control? 
• Whilst I agree that in some areas; this would make sense.  Perhaps if the number of attending the 

provision is very low but if the following if young people; and the attendance is high then the service 
is clearly providing a quality youth provision.  Why then; would we undertake a blanket outsource of 
provision; other than to save money.  I think we need to approach it differently; and allow projects 
that can prove there is not only a need in terms of those they reach; but also is good value for 
money; to continue to be run by the authority.  After all; how many external providers does the 
council think there are?  Parish Councils; schools; police etc are all being cut in terms of finance; and 
therefore the chances pf them being able to take over a provision is slim? 



• Whilst I appreciate the need to make savings; I am concerned that areas where no external 
providers can be found will suffer a reduction in these services; whilst satisfactory regulation of those 
where external providers are found could still prove costly to the council. 

• Within our area many of these resources are already stretched.  Private providers will inevitably 
mean an increase in cost to parents/carers; many of whom have either had to reduce or stop work 
due to the costs of childcare. 

• Within our area many of these resources are already stretched.  Private providers will inevitably 
mean an increase in cost to parents/carers; many of whom have either had to reduce or stop work 
due to the costs of childcare. 

• Worry the facilities won't be child friendly like the centres 
• Would prefer that this didn't happen 
• You are offloading your responsibility to the People who pay for you. You want your cake and eat it, 

all the Council tax all the pay and no work to do. 
• You would have to have a very very strong case before even contemplating taking social services 

out of public ownership 
• Youth Workers have dedicated themselves to help teenagers who are faced with normal changes in 

their lives but also with such things as teenage pregnancies; alcohol and social abuse. One wonders 
where this help will come from in the future when there are no buildings for the youngsters to go to 
meet these exceptional people and keep them off the streets. In these strained times they need to 
know there is support for them. Outreach workers will not always be around when they are needed 
most. 

 



Q6: Please make any comments about the locations we have identified for the 
children’s centres that will continue to be supported by the council. 
 

• 4Children strongly believe that children's centres should provide support to the most vulnerable 
families in order to reduce inequalities. By focussing resources on six priority neighbourhoods 
children's centres in South Gloucestershire will be able to better reach those most vulnerable. 
However due to the potential decommissioning of some or all of the non priority children's centres it 
will be crucial for the six priority children's centres to widen their impact through a strong outreach 
programme to make sure no family in South Gloucestershire misses out on the support they need to 
thrive. 

• 6 is not enough.   What about Rural areas?   There are other disadvantaged areas which do not hit 
the thresholds but will be left with little or no support. 

• Again the main drive here does not seem to be need or evidence but rather cost. 
• Again, what about children who don’t live in these 6 priority neighbourhoods?  I feel that they will 

drop off the radar.  I am aware that the Thornbury Sure Start Centre is starting to target families and 
are already achieving what the council are proposing.  A lot of investment in the Thornbury Sure 
Start Centre will be wasted should it close.  Gillingstool Primary School work closely with Thornbury 
Sure Start Centre helping with families they have targeted. I have no problems with what is proposed 
in the 6 areas, but would like it to continue in Thornbury. 

• Agree that some areas should have priority support. However all existing locations provide a 
valuable role in the community 

• Agree with targeting but lot of the expense of closing services esp. youth clubs 
• Agree with the focused support but concerned the other areas will lose their preventative services 

and local community support 
• all children need this it should be the councils view that all children matter not just some 
• A lot of families cannot reach the main 6 locations as they don’t have cars, therefore these other 

locations at Bradley Stoke and little stoke are a lot closer and easier to reach without transport. 
Families just would not be able to get to the Patchway location, I am lucky enough to drive, however 
I know of many mums that already walk 30-40 minutes to reach little stoke, and would definitely not 
be able to get to Patchway. I ask you, why should the poor get more?? the middle class don’t get 
anything or much support, but we work all hours, spend little quality time with our children as a family 
because mum and dad in the family have to work alternate shifts to cover for childcare, as we cannot 
afford groups, nurseries. We have limited quality time as a family and this is one of the only things 
we look forward to, but end up with less facilities available to us than the 'poor' who have benefits to 
assist them and have more luxuries than I, I sometimes cannot even afford fuel for my car to get to 
work and I am classed as middle class. 

• Although consideration should be given the stigmatisation of receiving a service that is targeted. Also 
in this milieu one should also be mindful that families that are targeted may be more difficult to gain 
consent to work with / engage. In this circumstance commissioned services would work with those 
who will engage. Or those who will not use expensive services leaving the original problem. 

• Areas other than priority neighbourhoods need children’s centres. Parents need support and a place 
to go where they will get it wherever they live! 

• As above you are not serving the rural communities 
• As long as families outside these areas can still access the high quality and professional service that 

they are used to receiving from their local centre and staff. 
• As long as families outside these areas can still access the high quality and professional service that 

they are used to receiving from their local centre and staff. 
• As per point 1-2; this will cut off the rural community and leave centres which are next door; and I 

believe one which is the process of being set up. 
• As per point 1-2; this will cut off the rural community and leave centres which are next door; and I 

believe one which is the process of being set up. 
• Being a rural area we are not being included and transport to designated areas if you are not a car 

owner is impossible 
• Bradley Stoke is being excluded again despite the huge amount of young families in the area 
• Concentrate, target - yes but outsource privatise - no 
• Disagree should keep more rural centres open 
• Do not know all of the neighbourhoods 
• Have you looked at numbers using other centres and how many families with need attend them? If 

services not run families won't be identified 
• I agree that if you need to save money a focus should be on the priority neighbourhoods however i 

am concerned about the pockets of areas and families in South Glos that do not fit into this clear 



picture. I believe staff do not necessarily need as many large centre bases in the community if there 
focus will be on the most in need (as these families tend not to access a centre anyway; but often 
prefer sessions/groups ran in the community from schools or community centres) however with 
schools charging the children centre for use of their sites and the possibility of a lot less centres to 
operate from; I wonder how any service to these families can be offered with out a large increase in 
staff numbers to be able to increase one to one support in the home. I can see the children's centre 
service having the same issue that social care currently are having with no space to run contacts; 
the cc team will have no space to offer any group work; hence isolating families further. 

• I am concerned that having established an expectation within communities beyond the six you 
mention there is now a cut in services that all families; wherever they live in South Gloucestershire; 
can access. 

• I am pleased that the Surestart Centres in the priority neighbourhoods will continue in some form.  
The concern I have is that good parenting is not in any way aligned to any social measure such as 
wealth and therefore there is a need to the continuation of the service district wide.  Another concern 
is that how do you ensure that the centre will be used by ‘targeted’ users within the priority 
neighbourhoods as users from other area may take up the places. 

• I believe Sure Start centres are important however they do not need many bases which are empty a 
lot of the time. 

• I believe that this will leave the other communities without these vital services. 
• I disagree with the principal because I think that families some distance from each centre are likely to 

have less access 
• I disagree with this because I do not agree with your proposals full stop. It appears you are 

concentrating all your efforts in to 'priority families' as you put it, so these remaining 6 centres will 
become and admin base for all the agencies rather than a place for young children and new parents 
(not just young single ones)to get basic help & support and help with developing their child. I can 
understand that you need such bases to make the service work but these others can be used for the 
less intense and unpleasant side of parent/child development and support 

• I do agree with the focus on the Priority Neighbourhoods.  However; I am concerned that this will be 
to the detriment of vulnerable families who live outside the Priority Neighbourhoods. The Rural 
Community provision needs to stay a focus as there are high numbers of children living in these 
areas that fall into the vulnerable categories.  There is no overall rural Children's Centre building for 
an external provider to take over so I am concerned what will happen to these families and feel 
provision for the rural areas needs to continue.    Although it is important that the families in the 
Priority Neighbourhoods are receiving support, reducing Children's Centre services to just these 
areas will result in many vulnerable families being forgotten.  Currently we run a targeted Stay & Play 
Plus group in the Winterbourne area for vulnerable families.  This Group is full and we have to put 
families referred to us by Health Visitors on a waiting list.  Although Winterbourne is deemed to be a 
more affluent area; it does not mean that families do not need support.  Regardless of income; any 
mother can suffer with post natal depression; domestic violence or any of the other issues we 
support families with and every child deserves the best start in life... this is the original aim of Sure 
Start.  By removing our Universal services families will be missed; many families we do targeted 
work with now are families we identified originally through our universal sessions.  Building up 
relationships and gaining trust of families is vital when offering additional support.  Families are more 
willing to accept support via this approach. 

• I do agree with the focus on the Priority Neighbourhoods.  However; I am concerned that this will be 
to the detriment of vulnerable families who live outside the Priority Neighbourhoods. The Rural 
Community provision needs to stay a focus as there are high numbers of children living in these 
areas that fall into the vulnerable categories.  There is no overall rural Children's Centre building for 
an external provider to take over so I am concerned what will happen to these families and feel 
provision for the rural areas needs to continue.    Although it is important that the families in the 
Priority Neighbourhoods are receiving support, reducing Children's Centre services to just these 
areas will result in many vulnerable families being forgotten.  Currently we run a targeted Stay & Play 
Plus group in the Winterbourne area for vulnerable families.  This Group is full and we have to put 
families referred to us by Health Visitors on a waiting list.  Although Winterbourne is deemed to be a 
more affluent area; it does not mean that families do not need support.  Regardless of income; any 
mother can suffer with post natal depression; domestic violence or any of the other issues we 
support families with and every child deserves the best start in life... this is the original aim of Sure 
Start.  By removing our Universal services families will be missed; many families we do targeted 
work with now are families we identified originally through our universal sessions.  Building up 
relationships and gaining trust of families is vital when offering additional support.  Families are more 
willing to accept support via this approach. 



• I do agree with the focus on the Priority Neighbourhoods; however I would like to ensure that 
services are still delivered to the pockets of vulnerable families living in what can look like the more 
affluent areas. The Rural Community needs to stay a focus as there are very high numbers of 
children living in rural areas that fall into the vulnerable category.      In regard to the staffing of the 
centres I would hope that there is a set team based within each centre with a defined outreach to 
deliver too. We know the engagement of the most vulnerable families relies on good relationships 
and having the current situation of staff delivering over 5 sites does not deliver a consistent or high 
quality service. I would hope the staffing levels reflect the enhanced offer that the centres will provide 
to the communities and that partnerships are kept as key to the development of the service.    
Personally I feel the Sure Start service has been given a rough deal from some poor management 
decision that were taken in the early stages of the service therefore we are just starting to see the 
achievements of the service and the benefits to the local communities. To pull this away from the 
families who rely and benefit from this support would be extremely detrimental.    Regarding the 
FIA's role and business support for the centres that is not in the new proposals; The CC's will need 
an FIA based in each centre to be the meet and greet for the centre as it may be that most staff are  
doing outreach and sessional work that may not be centre based. The FIA's have been trained to 
give low level advice; guidance and support and are able to signpost if needed. More importantly 
they can pick up the signs of a family in need and begin to address this at the earliest opportunity. 
The business support that the CC's currently receive is invaluable. As managers we don’t have the 
time for building and facilities management but also the support around finances; ordering; petty 
cash etc. that is essential to the daily running of the centres. If this was to be removed it would 
increase the workload of already overstretched workers and could lead to health and safety issues 
and mistakes in budgets. 

• I do agree with the focus on the Priority Neighbourhoods; however I would like to ensure that 
services are still delivered to the pockets of vulnerable families living in what can look like the more 
affluent areas. The Rural Community needs to stay a focus as there are very high numbers of 
children living in the Bitton area that fall into the vulnerable category. 

• I do agree with the focus on the Priority Neighbourhoods; however would like to ensure that services 
are still delivered to the pockets of vulnerable families living in what can look like the more affluent 
areas.  The Rural Community needs to stay a focus as there are very high numbers of children living 
in these areas which fall into the vulnerable category; e.g. all the other non-priority neighbourhoods.   
There is no overall rural Children’s Centre building for a third party to take over; so I am concerned 
as to what will happen to families living in the rural areas; and feel that provision for this area needs 
to continue.  Communities have been used to accessing a universal service in which they can have 
the needs of the whole family met. If all the centres were to go to Nurseries for example where would 
the low cost provision be for the community? This would leave some families very isolated and 
therefore unable to get there low level needs met leading to points that they may enter the system at 
a higher tier as no preventative work would have been able to take place. The transitional fund 
should therefore only be allocated to providers who still have a commitment to run services for the 
benefit of the local community and not for their own financial gain.  I think services of universal 
groups should be protected in order to still pick up vulnerable families.   Although it is very important 
that the right families are receiving the service in the right neighbourhoods having reduced the areas 
to only 6, I believe that many vulnerable families will be forgotten about & missed. For example; 
currently the stay & play plus group which is a targeted group in the winterbourne area for vulnerable 
families only is at full capacity & currently vulnerable families referred by health visitors are on a 
waiting list. However; Winterbourne is not deemed a vulnerable neighbourhood; just because 
Winterbourne is considered an affluent area does not mean families do not need the same level of 
support. Regardless of income any mother can get postnatal depression & suffer from domestic 
abuse & every child deserves the best start in life... this is what Sure Start original aim was.  By 
removing universal services families are going to slip through the net; many of families who are 
currently undertaking targeted pieces of work, and are families who were identified originally through 
universal sessions. Once relations are built up with these families and their trust is gained; they 
could then be offered further support. In my opinion families are more willing & accepting of this 
support via this approach. 

• I don't know what areas you've focussed on. 
• I feel more than 6 centres is needed 
• I feel that you have not even looked at the centres just looking at the more deprived areas I don't see 

how you think that these are "priority neighbourhoods". Closing the others will have a huge impact 
on a lot of families. 

• I feel that you will have to coordinate these approaches with existing services such as Connexions 
and in-house schools staff.  Without this control on the wider picture; there will be over/under laps 



and those with the greatest need will be missed.  The Authority must take this bigger picture role or 
engage a provider to do it. 

• I feel we are in need or support in other areas 
• I hope the services we offer are still delivered to the vulnerable families living in what can look like 

the more affluent areas. The Rural Community needs to stay a focus as there are very high numbers 
of children living in the Bitton area that fall into the vulnerable category. 

• I support the proposal to have more targeted support for vulnerable families.  It makes sense to 
retain the 6 Centres proposed due to deprivation in these areas.  My concerns are that this leaves 
vulnerable families in other parts of South Glos and especially rural and isolated areas largely un 
reached as it would be unlikely that a reduced service could reach families from all of these areas.  
Additional transport budgets would need to be factored in as vulnerable families would not take one 
or two buses to access a service at a distance from them. If just vulnerable families are being 
worked with (say upper tier 2 and tier 3) then preventative work with a whole other category of 
families is not being undertaken; i.e. mid tier 2 to prevent them from moving into upper tier 2 and to 
tier 3 services.  With no longer having universal services for pre-schoolers in the 15 centres (or 
reduced universal services as some parents may not be able to afford the new provision; e.g. if it is 
taken over by a private provider) then problems may not be picked up early by professionals and so 
they wouldn't be seen as vulnerable and sign posted to preventative services. 

• I think a greater focus should be given to the needs analysis of a given area rather than a focus 
purely on priority neighbourhoods. The term increasingly being used is useful; 'neighbourhoods with 
priorities rather than priority neighbourhoods' 

• I think all centres should stay open with an element of universal access in all of them.  These 
sessions are very well attended and are accessed by those who are vulnerable but may not 
necessarily land in your narrow definition of who is in need.  Under no circumstances should there 
be privatisation. 

• I think all centres are equally required 
• I think Children’s Centre's should strictly work with those parents that are in most need; perhaps 

where a health visitor; GP; social worker etc has recognised that the child is in need; and parents 
would benefit from advice.  By that token; and given the savings needed; it would make sense to 
offer that service in areas where these referrals are at their highest; which I assume would be 
'priority areas'.  I think though this will need to be done sensitively; because how embarrassing it 
may appear to the public after spending hundreds of thousands of taxpayers money not very long 
ago in producing these children’s centres; only to close over half of them. 

• I think it is a good idea to focus support in these areas; but not to take away the support in the form 
of Surestart centres from the other areas. Also; it is all based on average incomes in these areas; 
and therefore the people who in fact need to be targeted may still be missed if they happen to live in 
the 'wrong' area. 

• I think it is right that services; if they have to be streamlined; focus on priority neighbourhoods. 
• I think that all the centres should continue and it is important that services are available to all. I live 

near one of the 6 centres but if I was in another area I would be upset at not being able to access 
one. I have found it extremely valuable. I am also concerned that at these centres only certain 
people will have support and they should continue to be available for all to use not according to 
financial or social status. 

• I think with limited funds this is the only option you have really but I worry that will mean less of a 
service for those living outside priority areas or that the provision will be patchy or disjointed. It will 
be the children in those areas who loose out. If using external providers is the way forward for the 
other centres; they should be properly commissioned. 

• I would rather 6 centres remained to be run by local authority rather than none. It would make sure 
that the centre have more stability; less change in staff; run pretty much the same way and would 
link in better with those local organisations. 

• I wouldn't go to Cranleigh Court Centre it's too far away can walk to Westgate as don't always have 
petrol 

• If money were no object this would be unnecessary. As I said earlier just because an area isn't 
categorised in this way doesn't mean that individuals within it don't have very real problems. There 
are best picked up early for all sorts of reasons and this won't happen if children's centres shut in 
any location. 

• If you shut Mangotsfield; then you are leaving a big population without any council run children's 
services. The nearest centre for Emersons Green/Downend/Mangotsfield/Pucklechurch will be 
Staple Hill or Kingswood which are already very popular. 

• IN ALL  COMMUNITIES THERE WILL BE YOUNG PEOPLE WHO HAVE NEEDS - NOT JUST IN 6 
AREAS 



• In principle this would be acceptable if the continuation of the other centres were secured through an 
external provider 

• It is fundamental to support hard to reach families and as has been proved these centres do not 
come close to doing this. 

• It is important that the limited resources are targeted where there is greatest need. How the outreach 
work is organised to support vulnerable people living outside these areas will need to be carefully 
done. 

• It isn't fair they should keep them all 
• It's so unfair that other centres will get taken away, they are so valuable to our communities e.g. 

Severn Beach. We will be left with nothing 
• I've laid out my disagreement with short-term cost-savings; and this question leaves no option but to 

accept the closure of 6 children's centres & that's something I cannot do. Priority neighbourhoods 
must be targeted; but it is not acceptable; fair or right to remove services from those areas that are 
not deemed a priority. 

• Limited; stigmatising people and areas; creates satellite areas of need/ blind spots. Negates the 
needs of parents and children who are not deemed to be in priority areas. Your a mum just the same 
if you live in Staple Hill; Wickwar or stoke Gifford- the support and services should be available to all. 

• My twin toddlers attend Thornbury Twins’s club with me and Thornbury Childminders Group. The 
proposed locations are too far away and too sparsely spread 

• N/a 
• Need to target families but need to be flexible as priority neighbourhoods change 
• No comments 
• No support for rural areas 
• Priority neighbourhoods need the support and it should be clear and available to all who need it. 

There are however other neighbourhoods which are not classed as priorities that need the support 
too. 

• Provide better focus 
• Provided priority neighbourhoods are given quality support. The structure of support is clear and 

available to those who need it. 
• Providing the council are focusing on the correct centres and are putting no one at risk then the 

proposal is safe but how can you identify which is more needy 
• Provision will not be made to families living in rural areas 
• Putting the money where it is most needed in times of economic poverty; seems to make perfect 

sense. 
• Reducing the number of centres isn't going to bring more vulnerable children into it 
• Secondly; although it is very important that the right families are receiving the service in the right 

neighbourhoods having reduced the areas to only 6. I believe that many vulnerable families will be 
forgotten about & missed. For example; we currently run a stay & play plus group which are a 
targeted group in the winterbourne area for vulnerable families only. This is group is at full capacity & 
currently had to put vulnerable families referred to us by health visitors on a waiting list. However; 
Winterbourne is not deemed a vulnerable neighbourhood; just because Winterbourne is considered 
an affluent area does not mean families do not need the same level of support. Despite your income 
any mother can get postnatal depression & suffer from domestic abuse & every child deserves the 
best start in life... this is what Sure Start original aim was????? By removing our universal services 
families are going to slip through the net; many of families who we are doing targeted pieces of work 
with are families who were identified originally through our universal sessions. Once we built up 
relations with these families & gained their trust we could then offer them further support. In my 
opinion families are more willing & accepting of this support via this approach. Also the problem with 
working within the community & not having as many centres to work from causes big problems in 
terms of communication (phones; e-mails); by removing centres where will all the staff work from 
effectively i.e. staff need to use computers on a daily basis.    The proposal states that sure start will 
go from reacting to problems towards preventing problems from happening" however how are you 
going to prevent problems from happening when you don’t offer a universal service? It takes a lot 
more time & staff to work with families who already have issues than it does to work with these 
families from day 1 to prevent these issues from arising (e.g. baby groups; postnatal groups; baby 
massage; breast feeding groups; stay & play). I agree there should be more work & support with 
vulnerable families but it worries me that so many 'universal families will be missed therefore 
potentially these could be future vulnerable families. At present I feel that sure start now offers a 
perfect balance of both targeted & universal support. Also the difficulty with restricting areas means 
vulnerable families have to travel which relies on transport which is often challenging for most of our 
families. I understand there is an emphasis on us doing more work in the community via outreach & 
visiting these families in their homes. However; most of our initial referrals that we receive are to 



engage with the service as they are isolated; lacking in confidence & just need something socially for 
them & their children with the support of well trained staff for guidance. 

• See previous comments 
• see question 2 
• Services need to be where they are most needed.  If managed effectively services maybe able to be 

stretched to the wider community. 
• Should be all of them. 
• Stereotyping families which need the most help isolates those in other areas 
• Surestart centres were primarily set up for all children as "every child matters". This would not be the 

case if centres close as children from outside the priority areas will not have a chance to access the 
facilities. 

• Surprised Filton is a priority but glad 
• Targeting areas whilst leaving other areas to become the next targeted need area is pointless if not 

damaging 
• The centres need to provide sufficient additional support to adequately meet the additional needs of 

young children without penalty (using NEG to pay for adult support; whilst reducing sessions the 
child can attend).  There should be a flexibility of staff numbers to respond to a barrier in their being 
able to attend e.g. visual impairment or physical impairment.  Fully Inclusive education.  Children’s 
centres to have a focus of support and information and services that the family can access - one 
stop shop for family to come to for advice. 

• The children from the closed centres will not use the other centres as coming from different areas 
causes a lot of tension invariably leading to fights. This is fact not fiction with youth centres! 

• The current models have not been sufficiently explored to ensure that the revised core purpose of 
Children's Centres is at the heart of decision making and reflect community need and service 
partnerships 

• The focus fails to support the many other areas that have previously been supported 
• The local children centre is my area is used by primarily affluent families, although there is a need for 

such a service on a smaller scale, those in need do not access the current service, unsure why 
• The locations are OK but will be appropriate if more areas are identified so that families would not 

have to travel too far. 
• The locations will help provide services in areas of greatest need 
• The other centres are also important - there are many 'at risk' families in these areas too! You do not 

have to be on benefits etc to struggle to parent your children. For example post natal depression can 
effect anyone and without access to the centres many mums may suffer for longer or in silence - 
which would of course limit their children's chance of the best start in life. 

• The premise of the Sure Start initiative was to offer universal high quality child care; and to promote 
social integration. The proposal to scale the service down to priority areas runs the risk of increasing 
social isolation and being inflexible for parents who do not live in the priority areas. 

• The real problem is that it ignores every other area and will allow already established services to 
wither and die. The next question is very badly written; my answer is that I don't think you should 
close children's or youth centres. 

• The services need to be local otherwise people can't afford to travel to further locations 
• There are always cohorts of hard to reach families in all areas. What happens to those families 

outside of the 6 centres catchment’s area? how will they access these services 
• There are more CYP than this. This may only be realised after there is nowhere for them to go. 
• There is concern that those not living in priority neighbourhoods but in need of support will slip 

through the net. 
• THERE SEEMS TO BE A HIGHER CONCENTRATION OF CENTRES IN KINGSWOOD AND 

SURROUNDING AREAS THAN IN OTHER AREAS OF SOUTH GLOUCESTERSHIRE. 
• There should be a centre in every area rather than needing to travel 
• There shouldn't be a priority; they should be available to everyone in every neighbourhood. 
• These centres are provided for many under privileged families; many of which have young children 

and no transport to be able to viably access these facilities. 
• These locations are well identified and are in convenient areas so that everyone is within easy reach 
• Thinks it should stay in all areas, everybody is in need of help 
• This is not helpful for local families in Severn Beach. Transport links are poor. 
• This is not helpful for local families in Severn Beach. Transport links are poor. 
• This only useful if all the other centres continue to be run by others. Otherwise the remaining centres 

risk being too busy and losing friendly, supportive atmosphere 
• This will inevitably disadvantage people who have been used to having a centre in their local area 
• Those 6 centres might fulfil a need but at the expense of the others 



• understand the need for this to happen and will allow for more focussed work on outreach and 
working with the more vulnerable families - use of other facilities to also be considered as bases for 
work to happen - possibility of transport for families who are not able to travel to their nearest centre 

• Very pleased my local centre will remain open as it is a brilliant centre which me and my daughter 
enjoy going to. It has been an important place for me to see other new mums and make friends 
which has helped me through difficulties everyone has in early stages of becoming a parent 

• We do not need to use any support centres 
• We do not support the large-scale reduction in important childcare services.   However we do 

support the principle of Priority Neighbourhoods being prioritised as areas of "most need"; reflecting 
geographic socio-economic evidence.   It is important that these changes avoid a postcode lottery 
and that those "most in need" are provided with access to these services; regardless of location. 

• We do not support the large-scale reduction in important childcare services. However; we do support 
the principle of Priority Neighbourhoods being prioritized as areas of ‘most need’; reflecting 
geographic socio-economic evidence. It is important that these changes avoid a post-code lottery 
and that those ‘most in need’ are provided with access to these services; regardless of location.   
Furthermore with the current government proposals for free parenting classes; does this undermine 
the South Glos proposals to reduce the number of Sure Start Centres that would otherwise provide 
these services? Or does the council feel that the already necessitated increase in outreach services 
could cover this? 

• We do not wish to see a large-scale reduction in children's centres.  However; we do support their 
being prioritised in Priority Neighbourhoods as this is likely to assist accessibility for those clients in 
greatest need.  We want the services to be provided to those in greatest need; and must avoid a 
postcode lottery. 

• We feel that if you need to save money you could do this by lessoning the amount of purpose built or 
leased buildings the children’s centre run from; however we feel the service still needs to operate 
across South Glos. This we feel should continue like the team have started to do; by working in the 
small areas of need and running sessions out of schools. For example some of us attend the stay 
and play plus session in Watermore School in Frampton Cotterell that the team runs; this is a referral 
only session for families that have been identified by the children’s centre team; health visitors and 
or social services as needing extra support. So this is already happening. This one family is classed 
by social services as a child in need and has a named social worker who referred the family to sure 
start. This family live in Frampton Cotterell and access both the Winterbourne and Yate children’s 
centre service - would they still be able to get support as they live here and not in a priority 
neighbourhood? So we feel yes you can target some extra support in the priority neighbourhoods; 
but this should not be solely and you should protect enough staff and the service to still operate this 
kind of work to continue and if not increase it in other schools and other areas. 

• Well, I am kind of happy, because there will be one still near me, and hopefully I can still use it, if I 
need to. I cannot comment the other locations. 

• Westgate is also in a priority neighbourhoods and a part time centre with contact why can't it stay 
that way? 

• What about all the young people out side of priority neighbourhoods? I feel this will isolate young 
people in need out side of these areas 

• What about Hanham?  See my response to question 2. 
• What happens to families who rely on Children's Centres in other areas; e.g. Bradley Stoke?  Will 

they still receive the same level of support?  How can the council ensure that vulnerable families will 
not suffer? 

• Whilst I understand the need to prioritise; and that savings need to be made due to the 
Government's choice to sacrifice public services; I am concerned that other areas of the community 
will suffer; as previously discussed.  For example; I am unclear as to what might happen to an area 
of high need such as Willsbridge (which fits into the rural area and has had a number of activities run 
by Sure Start; such as Baby Massage and Forest Schools sessions). 

• Yate West Gate Centre should continue to be support due to centre location 
• Yate West Gate should continue to be supported due to central location 
• Yes I believe Kingswood still needs a great deal of help. 
• You need to keep all the services in all localities. Question 7 below does not give the option NO 

CUTS AT ALL; therefore it is skewing the data set. 
• Youth leaders etc know what the children need, benefit from their experience. Community 

organisations and local networks can benefit both pre-school children and parents. Council rules and 
regulations can have a stifling and debilitating effect 

 



Q9: Please make any comments about how the transition fund for children’s centres 
should be allocated. 
 

• Again I feel this is unrealistic as it requires considerable expertise and sufficient cash flow 
• Again this is a rigged question. My comment is that councils have a responsibility to provide 

children's and youth services; you have the experience and scale to deal with these things. 
Offloading it onto a church or PWC is a mistake. 

• All should remain open with LA support continuing. There are hard to reach families in ALL areas. 
The universal family of today could be the targeted family of tomorrow so will need a centre.   If 
commissioned out experience in other LAs suggests several will eventually be de-commissioned; 
particularly those near schools who run their own out-of -schools clubs. If centres close there will be 
less service for parents. 

• All the children’s' centres should be sufficiently staffed and trained to meet the additional needs of 
young children if they are otherwise able to attend mainstream provision. 

• All these services should remain the councils responsibility so that every child and young person has 
a responsible manageable hierarchy that can be depended on to help them achieve their potential 

• Allocated to centres by S Gloss through direct payments. 
• As I do not think they should be shut; and should continue to be operated by the council; this is not 

applicable. 
• Base it on size of catchment area for every operating (now) centre; don’t leave out the centres to be 

closed. 
• Based on the numbers of children in each case 
• Communities will become very isolated and this is not the idea of a preventative service as will cost 

more in the future to rectify issues; surely that is not a cost effective way of practice? 
• concerns around this being seen as a business venture and not as a facility to meet the needs of the 

community 
• Damaging and leaves the ‘door open’ for private child care providers to capitalise. 
• Do not give to private nursery whose services are run to benefit their profit margin 
• Don’t understand question 
• Ensuring that all external providers come up to scratch. Such a need would be identified via the 

commissioning process 
• Fairly! 
• Funding to make sure that as much as possible the Centres are free to all, especially courses. 
• Funds should be targeted to rural areas where accessibility issues are a problem 
• I agree that we do not need so many buildings to deliver a service from however I feel careful 

thought needs to go into the functions of those buildings. Communities have been used to accessing 
a universal service in which they can have the needs of the whole family met. If all the centres were 
to go to Nurseries for example where would the low cost provision be for the community? this would 
leave some families very isolated and therefore unable to get there low level needs met leading to 
points that they may enter the system at a higher tier as no preventative work would have been able 
to take place. The transitional fund should therefore only be allocated to providers who still have a 
commitment to run services for the benefit of the local community and not for their own financial 
gain. 

• I agree that we do not need so many buildings to deliver a service from however I feel careful 
thought needs to go into the functions of those buildings. Communities have been used to accessing 
a universal service in which they can have the needs of the whole family met. If all the centres were 
to go to Nurseries for example where would the low cost provision be for the community? this would 
leave some families very isolated and therefore unable to get there low level needs met leading to 
points that they may enter the system at a higher tier as no preventative work would have been able 
to take place. The transitional fund should therefore only be allocated to providers who still have a 
commitment to run services for the benefit of the local community and not for their own financial 
gain. 

• I agree to keep them open, and to concentrate on quality, however like I have said before, many 
families will suffer, not only the 'poor' need it. 

• I believe both centres in Yate should be left open to public as they are - due to the fact Cranleigh 
Court is already busy won't accommodate everyone 

• I believe that the transition fund should be allocated for a longer period. Centres could have a certain 
baseline amount of money with the possibility of applying for additional funds for specific projects. 

• I feel consideration should be made about how the cc can protect services in the community but also 
generate income. 2 year funding cold be offered to families most in need with a package of support 
contracted to the families who except the terms and conditions of their funding; this support will help 



to break the cycle for these families and will generate a small income for the cc. I also feel working 
agreements need to be set up with schools to use their facilities and work with the cc service. I also 
feel you should consider drawing up an agreement with those centres tendered out to maintain links 
with the cc for at least a year if not longer so that staff can continue to support families in this area 
and pick up any families needing additional support; before it gets to crisis point. 

• I feel there are real opportunities for the enhancement of the core purpose for the CC's especially 
around the 2 year funding. To place this within the centre; or under the umbrella of the centres would 
allow the family to access family support as part of the offer of the placement. This would bring this 
resource under the preventative services allowing families access to services to meet their holistic 
needs and preventing the next 2 year old in the family from accessing this provision. In addition this 
funding would bring in an income for the centres making it sustainable provision while still meeting 
the needs of the most vulnerable families. There is also some opportunity to use the resources within 
the community to the advantage of the CC; for example supporting voluntary organisations by 
commissioning them to meet the core purpose and the needs of the local community. Schools also 
hold opportunities we could tap into.  I feel that the West Gate centre is key in this. I understand that 
it is proposed to become a Contact Centre for Social Care however as it is an already established 
and popular Children's Centre which is ideally located in the centre of the Community and in a 
building working alongside Midwives; Health Visitors and School nurses and in an easily accessible 
area with good transport links as it is based within the Health Centre in the local Shopping Centre 
where many families go every day. Targeted groups such as the Young Mums group run very 
successfully from this venue as it is easy for Mums to get to and they feel comfortable because of its 
location. I would strongly suggest and hope that as the building as I understand is already leased to 
South Gloucestershire Council that Sure Start should still be using the venue on a part time basis to 
deliver some targeted services as it is ideal for this kind of work.   It could also be a key venue to do 
work with the families of the 2 year old funded children who could then use the Cranleigh Court 
Children’s Centre as a venue to care for the children. Cranleigh Court is a very busy Centre and 
would not be able to house the 2 year old funding as it has such a busy timetable already with all 
sessions being full.  I understand that it is proposed that Sure Start use more available community 
venues. However; these venues are often not suitable; hazardous; cold in the winter (inappropriate 
for baby massage) & do not offer suitable facilities for groups. For example; often there is not any 
available storage meaning that staff will have to transport equipment between venues which can be 
detrimental in terms of time & physical health (heavy lifting). Often the provision is of a much lower 
quality.  In addition; if groups are running from schools; school premises are closed during the 
holidays which can be the most vulnerable times for some families. The children’s centre provides a 
warm; welcoming safe & consistent environment for the parents and children.   Also the problem with 
working within the community & not having as many centres to work from causes big problems in 
terms of communication (phones; e-mails); by removing centres where will all the staff work from 
effectively i.e. staff need to use computers on a daily basis. 

• I know this is all about saving MONEY, But I really feel that you should actually come out and SEE 
some of the GREAT work being done in the Children’s centres! 

• I think any money should be kept within the LA and Surestart to develop the service and teams and 
not given out to others. 

• I think any money should be kept within the LA and Surestart to develop the service and teams and 
not given out to others. 

• I think everyone needs a centre near them as they have helped a lot and it would be far for someone 
to come all that way which will make people not want to go for the centres furthest away 

• I want remaining children’s centres should be run by the council 
• I want to know how well used these centres are. If a well used centre is being closed down to keep a 

centre open that is not well used but in a deprived area than I think this unfair. Council money is not 
just about helping the poor, it is meant to offer amenities to everyone. If the centre that I used is 
closed down am I going to get any council tax back? 

• I would hope that South Glos can find a way to keep all the centres under their control. They all offer 
a valuable resource for their communities and there are many families who may not fall into an 'at 
risk' group but benefit from the care, support and community the centres offer. If they are run by 
outside agencies then the costs may prevent some families using them, or they may only be 
available to the most 'at risk' groups. If they are closed they will leave a massive hole in their area 
and the children that live there will miss out. For example where I live there are no low cost activities 
for children on a Friday. As I work part time I have to fit in activities with my days off. I feel it is 
important for my children to attend structured activities and socialise with other children in 
preparation for school. As a teacher I have seen the negative effects of children who have limited 
social skills when they enter school. There is only so much you can do at home- children need to mix 
with others on a regular basis to learn these skills. 



• I would rather us not loose the centres but I cannot see any other way of saving money as long as 
the service is still available to families that are in need. 

• It is paramount that the needs of the community are recognised and the transition fund should be 
allocated to those providers who really want to work with and for the benefit of the local community 
and not for their own financial gain.  Communities are used to assessing a universal service where 
the needs of the whole family are met.  If centres were to be taken over by Nurseries where a fee is 
charged; where would the low cost provision be for that community?  This would leave some families 
isolated and unable to have their low level needs met; which may lead to higher tier intervention as 
no preventative work was able to take place to support them. 

• It is paramount that the needs of the community are recognised and the transition fund should be 
allocated to those providers who really want to work with and for the benefit of the local community 
and not for their own financial gain.  Communities are used to assessing a universal service where 
the needs of the whole family are met.  If centres were to be taken over by Nurseries where a fee is 
charged; where would the low cost provision be for that community?  This would leave some families 
isolated and unable to have their low level needs met; which may lead to higher tier intervention as 
no preventative work was able to take place to support them. 

• It is positive that they will be used to benefit children and young people.  My concerns would be if 
parents had to pay for services and so they became unaffordable.  There could be pressure on the 
voluntary sector to provide additional services at a time when trust funds etc are over subscribed due 
to the economic climate. 

• It should be shared equally between all the current centres 
• It should be shared equally between the 15 centres 
• It would depend upon the services provided and the associated costs. 
• It would depend upon the services provided and the associated costs. 
• It’s just ridiculous. We at Brimsham Green are oversubscribed on every night; and that just one 

school catchment out of many in the locality. 
• n/a 
• Need to be multi agency hubs - outcome based 
• No comment. 
• No comments 
• Parents and community groups could utilise this resource - they may be time and economically 

wealthier enabling them to have resources to do this effectively and for their own children. 
• Quantify "small" is it enough to make other organisations interested? Probably not so they will be 

"decommissioned" 
• Response is dependent on the intention of the external provider and how services are impacted 
• Rural areas need more facilities 
• See above comment 
• See above you need to leave everything in place fight the cuts and raise council tax in line with 

inflation. 
• See comments above.  If you are only going to help 'Priority Families' it doesn't matter if these 

closed down as they will be taxied to a centres not so local that they have been told to go to. 
• Seems very haphazard, what happens if no one comes forward to run them? What happens to the 

universal services that you are trying to reduce? 
• Should be based on genuine local need and LA plan 
• Should remain open 
• Since I strongly support the use of partners and external parties; targets can be discussed agreed 

and set while funds will be allocated and released to the providers when targets are met. The council 
can use existing funds while I'm also of the opinion that external parties can manage funds better 
than the council. 

• Sure start was universal for a good reason. Groups or service users may improve behavioural to the 
"high average" of the group dynamic. Groups made up of those least able to cope are more 
problematic to work with. 

• The fund should be allocated to those losing their services 
• The idea of voluntary organisations taking over would be deeply flawed.  A small transition fund 

would be insufficient to ensure continuing support for deprived and needy families. 
• The Parish Council is unaware of how the Children's centre could continue to operate without the 

support from South Glos. The employed staff develop positive and constructive relationships with the 
children; the families and carers. They are able to identify vulnerable children and have knowledge of 
all the provisions that are available to support children and their families. 



• The transition fund should be allocated using population figures relating to each Priority 
Neighbourhood also having some relevance to the level of participation required to effect deprivation 
indicators.  This is because each priority neighbourhood has different issues. 

• The transition fund should be based on all partners having access to current budget and where 
possible previous two year budget 

• The use of allocation seems sensible if this does go ahead 
• they should all stay in councils hand and should offer more 
• This funding should come directly from South Glos. Council. 
• This is not my area so I am unable to comment. 
• This may help to centralise funds however home visits could be considered for those unable to reach 

remaining centres 
• To condition all the session like reception crèche 
• To make sure there is enough money to support areas which are not considered the 6 priority 

neighbourhoods. However; Winterbourne is not deemed a vulnerable neighbourhood; just because 
Winterbourne is considered an affluent area does not mean families do not need the same level of 
support. Despite your income any mother can get postnatal depression & suffer from domestic 
abuse & every child deserves the best start in life... this is what Sure Start original aim was????? By 
removing our universal services families are going to slip through the net; many of families who we 
are doing targeted pieces of work with are families who were identified originally through our 
universal sessions. 

• Try to retain as many of the existing sessions and services as possible e.g. respite crèche 
• Update and purchase new toys and resources 
• WE need to keep all current child centres open or continue all sessions in other locations 
• We oppose the externalisation of services; however if the Council chooses to externalise these 

services it is important that both in transition and the longer term that they are well resourced.   We 
also believe that a level continued accountability can be maintained by using local providers with 
existing relationships and an understanding of local issued. 

• We oppose the externalisation of services; but if the council does decide to progress this then of 
course the centres should be resourced through the transition and in the longer term. 

• We oppose the externalization of services; however if the council chooses to externalize these 
services it is important that both in transition and the longer term that they are well resourced. We 
also believe that a level continued accountability can be maintained by using local providers with 
existing relationships with local governance structures (such as parish councils) and an 
understanding of local issues 

• We understand that there is no longer the funding but are concerned that the space will be given to 
organisations that are not running in accordance with the ethos of the school. 

• We understand that there is no longer the funding but are concerned that the space will be given to 
organisations that are not running in accordance with the ethos of the school. 

• What proposals 
• Why are you supporting private businesses? How can you ensure these will be businesses that will 

continue to support and work with the local community?  As above you can give up some centres not 
in priority areas but we feel very strongly that you need to secure the team other areas to work in so 
that a small service can run for the small areas and small number of families not in priority 
neighbourhoods. 

• Why can I not comment on the proposals only the "transition fund"? 
• Would really like the respite crèche to be run still and keep more stay and plays going 
• You need to target the most needy and you can only do this by reaching out to them.  You also have 

to spend the money wisely! 
 



Q10: Please make any comments or suggestions about the proposals and options 
for integrated services for early years. 
 
 

• As I said before, I am not comfortable that the focus will be on only "families in need". Every family 
can be in need occasionally, at least for some advice. I do like the idea that the centres are trying to 
reach out for people, who might not know where to go otherwise. However I do feel that more mixing 
of social classes is better, it's not good to "label" the people who will get help. I don't want the 
situation to go back to "if someone asks for advice and help, then it means that they have failed", 
which has been the usual public opinion until very recently. 

• At the moment I am worried that a lot of the centres will be closed down and never reopened. There 
is talk of using private ventures but I am not convinced that anything will happen. 

• Early Years providers should be experienced to be able to reach targeted families. 
• Family solutions team & sure start need to be separate service & roles need to be very clear as there 

could potentially be a duplication of work load. 
• I agree with multi disciplinary teams but there is a need to get some specialised support in areas of 

low incidence where you cannot have provision at local level 
• I agree with multi disciplinary teams but there is a need to get some specialised support in areas of 

low incidence where you cannot have provision at local level 
• I agree with the proposals if processes and procedures are put in place to monitor progress and 

outcomes. 
• I agree with the proposals so long as there is close monitoring in place that targets quality.  Too long 

we have been focussed on cost and not on providing the best service to those in need.  This means 
ensuring that the external providers are robust enough to survive their own cost cutting.  It is likely to 
mean using fewer providers and contracting with them for total solutions so that they are large 
enough to employ enough; appropriately qualified staff to provide a focussed but in depth service. 

• I am pleased to have my say and hope that option A is the way that this ends. 
• I am struggling to understand the question 
• I can understand the need to make savings but I am concerned at the drop in quality and the image 

of Surestart being for those on low income/in need.  This could lead to those not wanting to use it 
because of the image it portrays. 

• I feel there are real opportunities for the enhancement of the core purpose for Children's Centres 
especially around the 2 year funding provision. To place this within Centres; or under the umbrella of 
Centres; would allow families to access family support as part of the offer of the placement. This 
would bring this resource under preventative services allowing families access to services to meet 
their holistic needs and preventing the next 2 year old in the family from needing this provision. In 
addition this funding would bring in an income for Centres making it a sustainable provision while still 
meeting the needs of the most vulnerable families. There is also some opportunity to use the 
resources within the community to the advantage of Children's Centres; for example supporting 
voluntary organisations by commissioning them to meet the core purpose and the needs of the local 
community. Schools also hold opportunities we could tap into. I understand that it is proposed for 
Sure Start to use more available community venues. However; these venues are often not suitable; 
hazardous; cold in the winter (inappropriate for baby massage) and do not offer appropriate facilities 
for groups. For example; often there is not any available storage meaning that staff have to transport 
equipment between venues which can be detrimental in terms of time and physical health (heavy 
lifting). Often the provision is of a much lower quality.  In addition; if groups are running from schools; 
school premises are closed during the holidays which can be the most vulnerable times for some 
families. Children's Centres provide a warm; welcoming; safe and consistent environment for the 
parents and children where there is always someone to talk to. Also the problem with working within 
the Community and not having as many Centres to work from causes big problems in terms of 
communication phones; e-mails); by removing Centres where will all the staff work from effectively 
i.e. staff need to use computers on a daily basis. The proposals also need to take into consideration 
the substantial housing development proposed for Yate due to start in 2013.  A percentage of the 
housing will be social housing and there will be a site for the traveller’s community. Families in this 
new development will need the support Children's Centres can give and this will be difficult to 
provide with a reduced service. In regard to staffing of the Centres; there needs to be a set team 
based within each Centre with a defined reach area to deliver to.  We know the engagement of 
vulnerable families relies on good relationships and we would hope the staffing levels will reflect the 
enhanced offer that Centres provided to communities and partnerships are kept as key to the 
development of the Service. As a Family Information Adviser working in Children's Centres I am 
concerned that no thought has been given to how our roles fit into the proposals.  The 6 Children's 
Centres within the Priority Neighbourhoods will need an FIA based in them to be the first point of 



contact for families as it may be that most development workers are doing outreach and sessional 
work that may not be Centre based.  The FIA role has been developed since our last Review in 2010 
and it would be a huge loss if the benefits of our role were lost.  FIAs have received training taking 
us to NVQ Level 3 in either Advice & Guidance (equivalent to One Stop Shop staff) or Parent Link 
(equivalent to Parent link workers in schools).  Strong links have been made with local schools; 
libraries; preschools; nurseries; Health Service and a large amount of promotional work has been 
undertaken to increase the profile of Children's Centres within local communities.  FIAs are trained to 
give low level advice and guidance on a huge number of topics or concerns a parent may have and 
are able to signpost to other services where necessary.  More importantly they can pick up the signs 
of a family in need and begin to address them at the earliest opportunity. FIAs play a vital role in 
identifying the needs of our communities and are key in developing ways to reach our vulnerable 
families and help them to engage with the Service. The business support that FIAs do for Children's 
Centres is invaluable. Practice Managers do not have the time for building and facilities management 
or the finance work such as petty cash; purchase card reconciliation; ordering etc the FIAs currently 
perform that is essential for the daily running of the Centres. As an FIA my role includes the following 
tasks; plus much more that cannot be defined; and all my knowledge and experience will be lost if 
our role is based in Locality Hubs and not the Children's Centres. Checking Centre emails  Sending 
updated termly information to relevant contacts  Advisory Board administration  Live birth data - 
sending appropriate promotional material; visiting new mothers  Room bookings - holding keys and 
entry instructions; raising invoices on Civica if necessary  Face to face contact - meet and greet  
Telephone contact - a 'proper' person not an answering machine; with an understanding of what is 
happening in the Centre; who we are talking to and a basic understanding of any issues they may 
have  Purchasing - ordering; checking deliveries; keeping audit information  Weekly grocery orders - 
for sessions and activities; checking deliveries; updating Civica  Petty Cash - reimbursing staff; 
keeping audit information; reconciliation; cashing cheques to top up  Purchase card purchases - 
checking deliveries; keeping audit information; updating Civica  Donations - collecting; counting; 
recording; banking  Capita input - crucial this is done regularly; ideally on a daily basis; for reporting 
purposes.  There are always queries that need chasing - missing postcodes; date of birth; signatures 
etc - easier to deal with on site  Updating promotional information; timetables; leaflets; posters  
Home visits - undertaken with development workers to offer advice and guidance  Information; 
advice and guidance for families coming into Centres; this could be anything from information on 
local preschools to debt advice to benefit advice to just being someone to listen  Promotion and 
community engagement - improving reach.  This incorporates developing links with JCP; Health 
Visitors; Midwives; libraries; preschools and schools. It is important for partner agencies to make 
contact with Children's Centres through FIAs for information; advice and guidance to increase the 
profile of Children's Centres and develop community cohesion in order to establish Children's 
Centres as community hubs.    Family Information Advisers are the approachable face of Children's 
Centres and it is my opinion that they need to be based in Centres to be fully effective in our role.  If 
we are removed it would increase the workload of already overstretched workers and could lead to 
health and safety issues and mistakes in budgets. Overall I feel that the Children's Centre Service 
has been given a rough deal by some poor management decisions in the past and we are just 
beginning to see the achievements of the Service and the benefits to the local communities.  To pull 
away from families who rely and benefit from this support would be extremely detrimental for them. 
Although I agree with the targeted approach for Children's Centres; I hope a low cost universal 
provision would be able to continue to carry out the preventative work that is so important for picking 
up and supporting families and the earliest opportunity.  This is the main thrust of the Council's 
objective to go 'from reacting to problems towards preventing problems from happening'. 

• Hold opportunities we could tap into. 
• I feel there are real opportunities for the enhancement of the core purpose for the CC's especially 

around the 2 year funding. To place this within the centre; or under the umbrella of the centres would 
allow the family to access family support as part of the offer of the placement. This would bring this 
resource under the preventative services allowing families access to services to meet their holistic 
needs and preventing the next 2 year old in the family from accessing this provision. In addition this 
funding would bring in an income for the centres making it sustainable provision while still meeting 
the needs of the most vulnerable families. There is also some opportunity to use the resources within 
the community to the advantage of the CC. for example supporting voluntary organisations by 
commissioning them to meet the core purpose and the needs of the local community. Schools also 
hold opportunities we could tap into.  I have undertaken some work around the 2 year funding in 
partnership with Tyndale Primary School. We have costed the provision of a 16 place Nursery based 
on 5x2 hour sessions for 50 weeks of the year; it is a concern that we withdraw services to 
vulnerable families in school holidays that are the most vulnerable and stressful times for these 
families. So to create a 50 week a year provision would enhance the offer to the parents. This could 
be sited in the school grounds so transition would work as Abbeywood tots are also on site for the 



NEG funding as well as the school places on offer.  I would also like you to consider that there is to 
be substantial housing development in Yate due to start next year. It is proposed that 5000 houses 
will be built and a 3 hectare site built for the travelling community. A percentage of this housing is to 
go to Social Housing. This community could become very isolated as the road layouts are not due to 
change so it will be one road in and the same route out. The estate will also be cut off by the main 
roads opposite. It is also expected that there will be at least 1 new school built but not until 2015; so 
the overspill from the housing built before that will come up into Yate North. I know there are other 
housing developments as well so Patchway and Filton will have similar issues with more social 
housing being created with the number of disadvantage families increasing so the need for support 
will increase.    Regarding the FIA's role and business support for the centres that is not in the new 
proposals; The CC's will need an FIA based in each centre to be the meet and greet for the centre 
as it may be that most staff are doing outreach and sessional work that may not be centre based. 
The FIA's have been trained to give low level advice; guidance and support and are able to signpost 
if needed. More importantly they can pick up the signs of a family in need and begin to address this 
at the earliest opportunity. The business support that the CC's currently receive is invaluable. As 
managers we don’t have the time for building and facilities management but also the support around 
finances; ordering; petty cash etc. that is essential to the daily running of the centres. If this was to 
be removed it would increase the workload of already overstretched workers and could lead to 
health and safety issues and mistakes in budgets.    In regard to the staffing of the centres I would 
hope that there is a set team based within each centre with a defined outreach to deliver too. We 
know the engagement of the most vulnerable families relies on good relationships and having the 
current situation of staff delivering over 5 sites does not deliver a consistent or high quality service. I 
would hope the staffing levels reflect the enhanced offer that the centres will provide to the 
communities and that partnerships are kept as key to the development of the service.    Personally I 
feel the Sure Start service has been given a rough deal from some poor management decision that 
were taken in the early stages of the service therefore we are just starting to see the achievements 
of the service and the benefits to the local communities. To pull this away from the families who rely 
and benefit from this support would be extremely detrimental.    Lastly; although I whole heartedly 
agree with the targeted approach for CC's I would hope to see a low or no cost universal provision 
that can still carry the preventative work that is so important to picking up and dealing with issues 
within families at the earliest opportunities. 

• I feel there is a need for experienced early years providers to offer provision that helps to reach the 
disadvantaged. 

• I guess the trick would be to target without the service users being aware. Although I believe the way 
privacy is viewed in this country will make real targeting impossible. 

• I think careful consideration needs to be made regarding staffing and approach to staffing in 
whatever cc services remains after the consultation. Targeted work requires more paper work and 
more record keeping time as well as appropriate supervision and management to ensure cp and 
safeguarding practices are accurately maintained for staff and children. I would hope that there 
would be a designated and static team for each 1 centre that has a clear tiered staffing structure. I 
hope you would consider the OFSTED reach criteria when deciding how many staff were needed to 
appropriately and safely operate a team which could still be successful and continue to meet 
OFSTED guidelines and outcomes for families; looking closely at the cc core purpose to decide what 
staffing is needed. 

• I think SGC should manage all children’s centre and support parents/children in need.  But also 
every child matters and the centres are a good source of positive parenting.  During a 'stay and play 
session' around 24 children can attend, so great chance for children to play with quality toys, 
socialise and parents to enjoy the support given by staff.  With new proposals the same 
parents/children can attend every day, so less receiving support than before. 

• I think they should stay with the same services and staff as they understand families that attend the 
centres 

• I would also like you to consider that there is to be substantial housing development in Yate due to 
start next year. It is proposed that 5000 houses will be built and a 3 hectare site built for the travelling 
community. A percentage of this housing is to go to Social Housing. This community could become 
very isolated as the road layouts are not due to change so it will be one road in and the same route 
out. The estate will also be cut off by the main roads opposite. It is also expected that there will be at 
least 1 new school built but not until 2015; so the overspill from the housing built before that will 
come up into Yate North. I know there are other housing developments as well so Patchway and 
Filton will have similar issues with more social housing being created with the number of 
disadvantage families increasing so the need for support will increase.  In regard to the staffing of 
the centres I would hope that there is a set team based within each centre with a defined outreach to 
deliver too. I know the engagement of the most vulnerable families relies on good relationships and 
having the current situation of staff delivering over 5 sites does not deliver a consistent or high 



quality service. I would hope the staffing levels reflect the enhanced offer that the centres will provide 
to the communities and that partnerships are kept as key to the development of the service.          . 

• I would hope that South Glos can find a way to keep all the centres under their control. They all offer 
a valuable resource for their communities and there are many families who may not fall into an 'at 
risk' group but benefit from the care, support and community the centres offer. If they are run by 
outside agencies then the costs may prevent some families using them, or they may only be 
available to the most 'at risk' groups. If they are closed they will leave a massive hole in their area 
and the children that live there will miss out. For example where I live there are no low cost activities 
for children on a Friday. As I work part time I have to fit in activities with my days off. I feel it is 
important for my children to attend structured activities and socialise with other children in 
preparation for school. As a teacher I have seen the negative effects of children who have limited 
social skills when they enter school. There is only so much you can do at home- children need to mix 
with others on a regular basis to learn these skills. 

• If centres are to be closed consult the children at schools; ask for their ideas and inputs as they are 
the future and deserve a say! 

• In order to ensure the right people are supported; good working relationships and clear protocols will 
need to exist with schools; health and other services. 

• In principle it makes sense but is it feasible on the physical/practical perspective in view of reduced 
capacity at the centres/venues? 

• In truth it feels like the decisions have already been made in the background and this consultation is 
just an exercise. 

• In truth it feels like the decisions have already been made in the background and this consultation is 
just an exercise. 

• Integrate your service by all means but leave areas of the service open to all (without having to jump 
through hoops).  We all pay our taxes and have a right to this service as much as anyone. 
Integrating 'priority families; with other families may help them inadvertently pick up some good 
things which they are less like to do if they are being told to do my a social worker. As a community 
you'd be surprised how much parents in a better position are willing to help those less fortunate. 

• Integration only works if there is mutual respect from all partners and common budget 
• Integrated working difficulties due to professionals being located in different areas and only working 

around certain areas 
• It is important that parenting classes and also individual support is available to targeted families. I am 

concerned, however, that it sounds like the children centres will not provide access to all families and 
I believe that all children and parents should have access to the groups available at present. 

• It’s a quick and easy fix that years down the line will be a longer and more expensive process to 
recover from. I am offended that the work we do is so under-appreciated. If it takes closing the 
service down to realise this then maybe the cuts should be made higher up rather than on the front 
line where we can see the difference that we make. 

• It’s about time this happened; shame it’s taken a financial crisis to recognise this. 
• Keep the centres as they are 
• More provision needs to be given for young people with learning difficulties. 
• n/a 
• No comment 
• Often 'vulnerable' families are the least likely to use these centres. Can an hour session really make 

life changing differences to seriously vulnerable people? 
• Please see 4Children's Expression of Interest for further comments/suggestions 
• Reinstate health visitors to centres as being able to weigh babies and ask important questions is 

essential. Having them on site is less formal and they can also observe parents and babies for play 
and interaction etc i.e. pick up any worrying signs 

• Services need to continue under the control of the district authority to ensure that the service has the 
flexible to meet the changes in requirements of the users.  If any service is provided by another party 
and change is required this will be delayed as there is a best another level of bureaucracy. 

• Should stay under council control so that this can happen more effectively 
• Since this survey has not provided an area to comment on question 8 or an "any other comments" 

box (which is not a fair survey!); I will use this. The centres targeted for closure have recently been 
working very hard to focus their efforts on targeted groups but it will take time for people to start 
coming to the newly devised sessions etc. It will also take time to gather these statistics. I think it is 
unfair to judge these centres without giving them a chance to reach out to their communities and 
identify vulnerable families to assist.   I attend The Stokes Children's Centre and have done since 
soon after it opened. I was a new; first-time mum isolated with no friend or family support. My sister 
died 10 weeks before my daughter was born. I was completely overwhelmed and suffered from post 
natal depression for about a year. Normal toddler groups were very lonely places. I plucked up the 



courage to go to the children's centre. I was greeted by fantastically friendly and helpful staff. As I 
got to know them; I talked about my problems and have received a great deal of advice as I have 
struggled through depression; weaning; toddler behavioural issues; potty training and positive 
parenting etc. I learnt how to play with my children in a constructive way and about different ways to 
get them to eat healthy foods. I know as much about parenting as any single / poor / young mother. 
We all need help. I accept that there needs to be less sessions available to the general population in 
order to focus on vulnerable groups. However; I strongly believe that all communities should be 
allowed to access these services; even if we don't tick the appropriate boxes! Please find a way to 
keep all our wonderful centres open with at least one general 'stay and play' session and access for 
all to assistance on keeping our children happy and healthy. Thank you 

• Sounds like services need better management not completely changing 
• Stop selling off our communal property to the highest bidder. 
• Sure Start Centres seem to be doing an admirable job - it's a shame they can't all continue and build 

on their excellent work. 
• Sure Start have helped with all the right people being involved with all areas needed for our family 

and I worry it would change if the centres were offered out 
• The concept of relying on outside organisations and different interest groups will not provide 

coherent support for deprived and needy families.  All the hard work done by Thornbury Sure Start 
Centre will be wasted and the knowledge and expertise will be lost. 

• The council may not always be the best option for operating the centres; but it is important that they 
are funding them. 

• The importance of the 'early years' in education cannot be over-emphasised. Pre-school experience 
of education and socialising is so important 

• The more integrated the early year services can be the better for all families with young children 
• The PC feels that all families should have access to information; advice and guidance. The proposed 

service offered will be for targeted families and this will take away the preventative service. 
• The remaining centres will be over-run with all the extra demand so people who already benefit from 

the services may get pushed out 
• The services should be joined up without losing specialisms 
• The support my family and I have received from the Mangotsfield Children Centre has been a huge! 

We have some difficult problems, Social services involvement, Child protection, though all of this I've 
always felt that going to the Mangotsfield centre someone would always listen to me and NOT judge 
me, I truly believe that if I'd not had that I would not be here today a mum of 2 great children! 

• There needs to be a close examination of Sure Start provision in the 6 if Option A is agreed. Sure 
Start in South Glos has never had a clear vision nor been delivered properly - ref Ofsted outcomes 
for those inspected so far. This is a great chance to address that need and develop a good service.  
There needs to be minimum standards of hygiene and cleanliness enforced - currently they are dirty 
and poorly organised. They need to ALL be welcoming; not just a couple. The staff MUST be better 
skilled; working from a knowledge base; grounded in Early Years practice; have EY qualifications 
and NOT just "experience"; training and support to deliver effective family support and outreach. At 
present staff need support to make phone calls to families! 

• There needs to be an option c.  If it ain't broke don't fix it. South Glos's children's centres do 
excellent work and the closure of any of them would be a tragedy. 

• There should be no priority; just a decent service all round. 
• These centres should have multi agency participation and would therefore be 'hubs' for accessing 

the hard to reach families and engage with all that is available in the voluntary sector. 
• These seem to be acceptable as long as disadvantaged families can be identified 
• This is not my area so I am unable to comment. 
• unable to comment on early years 
• We are concerned that clients will be disadvantaged as access may become more difficult.  Some 

clients; especially those from less well-off backgrounds who rely on public transport; may have to 
travel further; whilst others may cease to qualify for the services provided.  Both of these access 
issues need to be addressed.  Specifically we would support the continuance of a mobile service to 
serve the small number of clients residing in the rural areas. 

• We continue to be concerned that with the issue of access to essential services for those "most in 
need" outside of priority neighbourhoods and expect sufficient resources to be granted for 
outreaching work from the priority neighbourhoods.   We also have concerns that the criteria of "in 
need" will be unnecessarily quantitative; as those who do not quite meet the criteria will be at risk of 
losing out.   As such; we expect a flexible application of "most in need" to ensure that Every Child 
Matters and No Child is Left Behind (see relevant policy initiatives).   We support the continued use 
of mobile services for the small number of clients living in rural areas. 



• We continue to be concerned that with the issue of access to essential services for those? Most in 
need’ outside of priority neighbourhoods and expect sufficient resources to be granted for 
outreaching work from the priority neighbourhoods. We also have concerns that the criteria of in 
need will be unnecessarily quantitative; at those who don’t quite meet the criteria will be at risk of 
losing out. As such we expect a flexible application of ‘most in need’ to be used to ensure that 
EVERY CHILD MATTERS and NO CHILD IS LEFT BEHIND (See relevant policy initiatives). We 
support the continued use of mobile services for the small number of clients living in rural areas 

• We don’t really understand what this means but we know the team work hard with lots of other 
people and professionals; including health visitors; SENCO's; speech and language; schools and we 
feel this is because they are council workers who are respected and not private; profit making 
organisations. A few of us have had CAF's and plans written by the team, and this has worked really 
well for us and we doubt how this will happen with a business. We feel all these people work best as 
most of them are council workers. 

• We remain the sole provider in Little Stoke offering pre-school education. If the youth centre would 
be decommissioned we would be unable to find suitable premises to cater for the ever increasing 
numbers requesting our services. 

• What happens to us that have no other groups in rural communities 
• What's the incentive to work hard when we get nothing back? 
• Yes 
• You can integrate services which I strongly oppose without farming out 

 
 



Q14: Please make any comments or suggestions about our proposals and options 
for integrated family services 
 

• 4Children firmly believe that the best support for families is that which is holistic and integrated 
taking a 'whole family' approach with a 'no wrong door' philosophy for families. We are currently 
successfully delivering integrated family support services similar to the proposed Family Solutions 
Service elsewhere and we would be happy to discuss these with South Gloucestershire Council to 
share good practice. 4Children are also working with national bodies such as Big Lottery; C4EO; 
Nesta and Day Care Trust on developing new and innovative family services. 

• An integrated solution always seems to work the most effectively. 
• A single point contact for any enquiries (i.e. dedicated case officer) would really help 
• Again I would hope to see this stay with the local authority as the relationships we have and the 

seamless journey for parents can make a bigger difference to the chances of them being able to put 
right the worries and issues they are experiencing. We are able to ring and ask for advice without 
making a request for the service and I feel we will lose some clear links if this was to be provided by 
someone else. 

• Again services are useful and beneficial to all children so i think its important that it is made open 
and user friendly for all. Classes on lifestyles/parenting ideas etc should remain open to anyone who 
wants to attend not just a targeted demographic 

• Agree with ideas however other groups will have no support 
• All families need some level of support and all areas 
• As with all points raised for the children' centre service I feel this is also relevant for this section too. 

the only thing I would like to add is that I feel this sector currently has a clear area of work (those 
families that are child in need or child protection; so upper tier 3 and above) I feel this still needs to 
be the case so that work is not duplicated which would not be cost effective either. 

• Bringing services together makes sense, but you need to work with health visitors and midwives. Be 
aware of cross boundary issues e.g. in Charfield, the health visitors are in Wotton-Under-Edge, Glos 

• Cannot privatise people. 
• Centres are working really well as they are providing information for parents that can't get to other 

places for support and information 
• Centres provide a valuable service for young children in the area - no community - no life for young 

people 
• Commissioned services maybe targeted but their motivation would stretch to meeting those who 

would engage. Wouldn't we miss those most likely to be most expensive later? 
• Don't know a lot about this 
• Excellent progress has already been made with the parenting service in South Gloucestershire. The 

model of integrating staff from a wide range of areas within children and young people has allowed 
excellent opportunities for inter-agency working; as well as offering the different teams a greater 
insight into issues effecting parents and how to work with parents. By commissioning the service out; 
the progress made in this area could be lost- as well as the extensive training base which is already 
established. This could be a much more costly process. 

• Families should be able to "self refer" not just open to those "at risk" or "hard to reach" 
• Family services need to be integrated within the council and working; as they already do successfully 

with other South Glos organisations like youth services; adolescent support and social services; 
commissioning out would be a disaster to communication; information sharing; partnership work; 
continuity and quality of service. 

• Graham Allen report states that E. I.'s may easily take 10 yrs plus to bed in 
• Hang on to our expertise and knowledge, retain staff, we can make it work 
• I agree with an Integrated Family Solutions Service; however I do have concerns about duplicating 

work that Children's Centres currently undertake.  Sure Start is preventative; whilst Family Solutions 
should be primarily higher tier.  Integrated working only works properly when all agencies and 
departments have the same ethos and the same priority of supporting families.  Currently we 
sometimes have difficulty getting information from Family Solutions/Parenting Consultants that is 
relevant for the families we are already working with. Will this situation improve with an Integrated 
Family Solutions Service? 

• I agree with an Integrated Family Solutions Service; however I do have concerns about duplicating 
work that Children's Centres currently undertake.  Sure Start is preventative; whilst Family Solutions 
should be primarily higher tier.  Integrated working only works properly when all agencies and 
departments have the same ethos and the same priority of supporting families.  Currently we 
sometimes have difficulty getting information from Family Solutions/Parenting Consultants that is 



relevant for the families we are already working with. Will this situation improve with an Integrated 
Family Solutions Service? 

• I agree with multi disciplinary teams but there is a need to get some specialised support in areas of 
low incidence where you cannot have provision at local level 

• I agree with multi disciplinary teams but there is a need to get some specialised support in areas of 
low incidence where you cannot have provision at local level 

• I agree with the proposal as long as this is not run by the existing staff of the dept. This is based on 
our experience and engagement with the dept which is totally unacceptable for the services that is 
expected to be delivered. I strongly agree with Option B using external parties. 

• I am not currently aware of a single provider who encompasses the required skill set to work across 
a broad range of needs.  There is probably one; but utilising this 'untested' in South Glos could have 
consequences for the people of South Glos.  Moreover; South Glos are acutely aware of the needs 
of their residents; having historical of what works and what does not.  Any new agency would need 
to begin this process from scratch; this has consequences both in terms of quality of service and 
cost. 

• I believe that early intervention is the key but more needs to be done to ensure families can build 
enough trust in the services to access them. I believe families are now asked to engage with these 
services at too late a stage; usually when things have reached some form of crisis. More effort 
should be made to reach and work with families earlier on when children are younger. More of this 
work could happen during a child's entry into the school system. Services should be available to 
support schools who do not have the capacity to take this additional responsibility on. Agencies 
should be working in partnership with schools there should not be the expectation that this can be 
passed down to school with the emphasis on them delivering parenting support. 

• I chose this option with the proviso that the provider has had a proven track record of working with 
the vulnerable families. 

• I do agree with the proposals for the service, but it limited to supporting particular families. What 
about the middle class?? You are segregating people; this is the wrong thing to do when we are 
supposed to be one community. This causes friction and ultimately bad feeling for people that work 
hard and see everything being given to the 'poor'. 

• I do not believe an outside agency can provide the same sort of support. I also think that they would 
not share information in the same way as social services, schools and other agencies do for 'at risk' 
groups. 

• I don't really understand even having it explained 
• I don't think any of those kind of services should be private, but I do agree with the ideas. 
• I feel that we are in great need of centres not just family support 
• I have been fortunate to have these services especially with my first child. It helped me develop skills 

and interact with my children. That will be lost! 
• I have concerns about duplicating work.  Sure Start is preventative; whilst family solutions is higher 

tier.  Having an integrated family solutions service backs up integrated working. 
• I overall agree with the above proposals as a preventative approach is needed and the use of CAF 

and a single business approach will be beneficial in terms of joint up working and CYP not falling 
through the gaps.  My concerns would be that Family Support Workers are unable to provide a 
substantial service to families who are in the Tier 3 category and so families won't be receiving the 
support they need to function effectively and overcome barriers to this; so Tier 3 services could 
become more punitive quicker as a result of less support services available. 

• I think it is important to focus on parenting within the integrated services. I think this should also 
happen in the early years section.    I think there is a need to differentiate between the families that 
require more intensive; longer term support and those that may be able to make changes with 
shorter interventions.    I think if the services are provided by an external provider; they will have too 
much distance between them and Social Care - this is already problematic and leads to the revolving 
door of re-referrals to a massively over stretched social care department.    Your proposals do not 
talk about wrap around services to families; or the CAF or Team around the family - I am surprised at 
this and I am therefore assuming that a linear approach will be taken with families with difficulties 
rather than supporting them in a holistic way.    Group work for parents is important and has a good 
evidence base; but many parents who are in need of the most support and interventions to change 
require a more assertive approach to engaging them on a 1-1 basis first before offering them a 
group. I think this is lacking in the current system. Those families who have the ability to organise 
their lives enough to attend a group; probably do not require that much intervention to change - it is 
those parents who cannot do this that need the support and often do not get it.    I think the inclusion 
of the EWO's into the Family Solutions Section has some opportunities. I think their role currently 
relies too much on the enforcement processes (which rarely improve attendance) and very little on 
the actual practical support to parents to address the underlying reasons behind poor school 



attendance. Including EWO's in this section may help alter their role to become more supportive and 
look at the reasons behind the non-attendance. However; it is important not to under estimate the 
therapeutic skills of some of the current family solutions workers and avoid blending them with an 
enforcement role like the EWO; so all we have left is people who monitor families that fail; rather 
than genuinely try to support them to change. 

• I think that the Family Solutions work should be tied to the Children's Centres and youth work. This 
could help avoid duplication and tackle problems that are caused by and impact on more than one 
family member. 

• I think that the idea of a single integrated service is excellent with the hope of it delivery a joined-up 
service to families which need it most before a crisis point is reached. I would love to see them also 
be a sort of 'one stop shop'; advertising and encouraging parenting courses for all parents - a point 
where parents and providers of parenting courses (not just those run by the Family Solutions 
Service; but others which the FSS have in some way verified) could be linked; and a place that 
schools and other such places working with children of all ages could go to in order to suggest 
parenting courses to families who wouldn't be picked up by the FSS but who would benefit from 
some help. 

• I understand cut backs have to be made but I don't feel targeting Surestart Centres as a lot of young 
people/parents rely on this centres I have twin 5 months old and I rely on these completely 100% for 
extra support - time out with other mums 

• I understand that a late development is that EWO will be integrated into this service. I really worry 
about the disappearance of specialisms as not all staff can know everything 

• I wouldn't feel comfortable disclosing my families needs to other agencies 
• Identifying vulnerable families, assessing needs and following progress coupled with ability to 

engage with community organisations & local networks, seems most efficient and beneficial. ASK 
THEM 

• If you want to save, remove health visitors, invisible and ineffective most of the time, never see ours 
• Integrate but don't outsource 
• Integration is important but don't farm out this would make integration much more difficult 
• It would be better for families, young people and the employees of these services if they were 

integrated into one service then there is no risk of misinformation, lost records between several 
different bodies. All the information would be in one place 

• My family has had support from Southern Brooks Community Partnership in Patchway and they 
have helped us so much with several different problems. If they had been there for us my family 
would probably not be together right now. South Glos should be supporting organisations like this as 
they are local and can make the difference for people. 

• n/a 
• None of the above. Again a loaded question without the full range of options. You must have a no 

change option or your data set will imply acceptance. 
• not clear what option b looks like  we are not sure what this is and find it hard to read in the 

document; 
• Once again our inter agency work will drastically be effected if this does not stay within the council. 

At the moment the inter agency work is improving within South Glos council and if this is taken away 
from the council this will hinder this very important process. 

• Overall the proposals seem to ignore 'ordinary' families who have no specific needs but still need 
support and advice 

• Parenting support is a cost effective and supportive approach for parents, families in South Glos 
need more support in this difficult time 

• Please don't tender out Surestart they are a vital service 
• Sector would have expertise and experience 
• So much has already been invested in the existing set-up; to change direction would be like writing-

off all of that investment. 
• The PC felt that the training of staff should be kept within SGC. 
• The principles of Family Solutions Services is right, but should be run through the Sure Start 

Centres.  How well it will work where a Sure Start Centre has been decommissioned?  What are the 
plans if the area doesn’t have a centre? 

• The proposal is very vague. Family Solutions seems clear (although numbers of workers are not 
specified). Are FIP in this category as they don't seem to be anywhere? Are numbers of EWO's etc 
changing. Other than that the idea seems to make sense. 

• There is no mention of specialist, evidence - based parenting programmes for children and young 
people with learning disabilities or Autism 



• There wasn't really enough information in the material provided in order to make an informed 
judgement on your plans. 

• This requires very high standards therefore I feel that it would be better to get the service fully 
established before commissioning and explore options for commissioning a couple of years down 
the line. 

• This seems to be just adding an extra layer of admin and bureaucracy. Better management of 
existing services would be better 

• This will need strong monitoring function within the Authority 
• We endorse the proposals in this area. 
• We support the No Wrong Door approach and expect the CAF to become further used consequently.   

We also recognise that local providers would benefit from an in house integrated family solution 
service that would support inter-agency working. 

• We support the no-wrong-door approach and expect the CAF to become further used consequently. 
We also recognize that local providers would benefit from an in-house integrated family solution 
services that would encourage inter-agency working. 

• Will it really be integrated if things are commissioned out???!!! Stay with the council to make sure 
service is integrated as it wouldn’t be if commissioned out 

 
 



Q18: Please make any comments about how the subsidy for supporting youth 
activities should be allocated. 
 

• Added to budget which pays for services to run. Update/renovate as required before any such 
budget is removed 

• Again as long as charity/non profit making organisation 
• Agree with targeting but don't even consider outsourcing or closing down such crucial services e.g. 

Youth Centres 
• All available funds should be made accessible to the youth service; and there should be minimum 

change. 
• Allocate the subsidy for supporting youth activities to the individuals that are running these facilities 

they are the ones that know the children that attend these centres and have best experience of doing 
so. 

• Assessments to take place relevant to levels of disadvantage and population.  Some areas will 
require more intervention than others. 

• At present I am a D of E co-ordinator at a SG secondary school.  The D of E support provided by 
knowledgeable staff at SGC is excellent and has a direct impact in helping our students achieve their 
award.  In addition; I am aware of many students who attended Kingswood M4E youth centre to 
complete their Bronze/Silver awards there and benefit from this.      I consider that any restructuring 
of this support leading to loss of staff experience at SGC or lack of its availability would be of 
detriment to young people; not only at youth centres but at every school operating the award.    I am 
disappointed to hear from students that already they are unable to complete their award at M4E; 
after having started it; which has an impact on their confidence/esteem.  The management of D of E 
at present in S Glos is excellent.  A change in staffing or availability of this would only be to the 
detriment of young people in S Glos. 

• Base the subsidy on the amount of children in the catchment area; allowing for population growth. 
• Believe where youth clubs are performing well and providing a good service these should be kept as 

they are. 
• Dislike the proposed idea for vouchers as this will create wastage. Feel as though open or universal 

youth provision should be valued more highly alongside targeted youth provision 
• Don't know about this 
• Either option is good although I favour outsourcing so that the council can concentrate on quality 

assurance 
• Either performance based or grant funded 
• Feel the proposal is unclear for this 
• For all the same reasons as before we disagree with the targeting of services on the post code 

lottery stance that you have taken. Will feel it would be much more cost effective in all areas to work 
with all families and then offer a extra service to those families that are identified as needing it.  if you 
leave it until the problem gets too bad it will cost more to sort out. 

• Funding should be devolved to primary and secondary schools. 
• Given a significant allocation of targeted funding for those in vulnerable groups; it seems sensible to 

allocate the subsidy for positive activity provision on a head count basis by ward. It might make 
sense; though; to weight some activities by age group those aimed at 16-18 year olds may be 
significantly more expensive than those for younger children. Presumably this provision would also 
be commissioned on a competitive tender basis? There is a number of sub regionally based 
organisations which have expertise and experience in this type of work. 

• great 
• I dislike your idea; ordinary people need somewhere to go; youth clubs can also help people in need 

and people who have nothing to do; or have no friends. 
• I don't understand this question. 
• I feel this should run on a grant system run by the young people to ensure the money is spent on 

what they need 
• I think Hanham youth club is brilliant and shouldn't be closed down due to budget cuts. 
• I think it should follow the lines of the 6 priority neighbourhoods 
• I think it would be massive error in splitting up leadership of youth activities to differing organisations 
• I understand that in this government councils have to make cuts but at what price? our next 

generation have suffered enough already to take away stable and secure facilities would go against 
Maslow's hierarchy; removing places where young people are able to express themselves without 
being judge by society will damage the future of our next generation. As a council that has always 
shown compassion towards young people i am surprised you are choosing to have youth activities 
subsidy by private organisations. 



• I would strongly disagree with information placed in the media on young people being issued with 
vouchers. By issuing a voucher it does not ensure a young person will access a positive activity. 
Detailed information given on the subsidy has been little and therefore difficult for people to make an 
informed judgement. My preference would be for there to be a grant allocation system which 
involves young people within the process of how it is distributed. It should not be focused purely 
towards priority neighbourhoods but across the authority 

• I'm sorry I am unable to make a comment as I feel I do not have enough information to do so. 
• In house option preferable 
• Initial allocation of funds to areas on the basis of proven need (e.g. Priority Neighbourhoods); not 

population numbers of young people.  Then detailed allocation by local members - possibly South 
Glos councillors working together with parish/town councillors. 

• It appears to me that what the Council wants to do (albeit with well-phrased words) to "off-load" its 
responsibility to look after the interests of ALL the young people in the area. 

• It is important to reach the widest range of young people; not just the ones that have the loudest 
voice (i.e. those who take part in participation/consultation event).  This means ensuring that young 
people have a safe; well-run centre to attend if they wish; that there are a huge range of positive 
activities & a place where young people can just 'hang out' - they do not always want to be engaged 
in positive activities; sometimes they just want time out with friends; giving them independence and 
support if needed.  Losing youth centres will have a huge impact on our communities; the subsidy 
needs to provide some kind of youth service for young people.  If youth centres are run by locally 
based organisations; please ensure the quality of provision; expertise of staff; range of activities and 
not just the financial gain for the council. 

• It is not all about giving facilities to the hard up families, or to the youth who are troublesome. I work 
in the police, and I find that treating everyone the same, giving everyone the same benefits works 
better. As soon as you start giving 'hard up' or troublesome young people more benefits, people will 
realise that the less you do for yourself, the more you get from the government. Also if you do 
something wrong, the more attention you get. Its a bit like disciplining a child, don’t give them 
attention when they are being bad, change the topic or focus so they don’t learn that being bad or 
doing less gets attention or gets more. 

• It should be allocated based on the numbers of young people in each ward. This would enable 
young people to be supported within their own areas and receive dedicated youth support tailored to 
their needs. This subsidy should provide trained workers and activities which could include 
School/youth club liaison. This would need a clear management structure. 

• It sounds like progress. 
• it would be interesting and useful and it would be rare for a whole community to experience different 

culture together 
• More skate parks 
• My son attends thriving youth club in Cadbury Heath without funding for essentials within the hall the 

club will close 
• No comment 
• None of the above for 16. Again a loaded question without the full range of options. You must have a 

no change option or your data set will imply acceptance. 
• Not against commissioning out but there needs to be equitable provision. Danger could become a 

post code lottery.   What about other services who use Youth Centres such as pre-schools? If they 
close they would have to move.  Much Youth work is excellent but other providers are often about 
profits.  Youth provision needs to be within the environment the C & YP live in. 

• On a percentage basis for each case 
• per child but controlled by council for services either provided in house (council run) or properly 

outsourced 
• Please see previous comments. 
• See my previous answers. In this instance; privatising these services will lead to their degradation 

and loss. 
• Severn Beach really needs the Sure Start Centre as there isn't anything else and transport is very 

poor. it is a big part of the community 
• Should the council even subsidise youth activities? 
• Some of the subsidy for each areas should be ring fenced to help provide support to those with 

"additional needs" to attend local mainstream provision 
• sorry do not understand enough to make comments 
• Support should be provided for the youth and current centres. No rural community centres, poor 

provision for transport to get to inner city centre 



• Targeted work only works effectively alongside 'universalism'.  To give an analogy; if you were 
depressed and only spent your time with other people that were depressed; you would find it very 
hard to get better.  I think youth work offers something similar; we allow 'hard to reach'; 'NEET'; 
young people with learning difficulties; teenage pregnant; drug users etc into the building where they 
receive quality youth work; support guidance and advice; but we don't leave everybody else without 
a box to tick them in outside.  The issue is; young people thrive in an environment that can cater for 
all; and it's a sense of therapy in itself.  Youth services; offer sport; cooking; art; etc BUT only as a 
tool to enable quality youth work to be achieved; I think too many people think that youth work is only 
about those activities; which is why the 'subsidy' is missing the point. 

• That it is allocated to providers with a proven; robust track record of providing a range of quality 
activities to young people.  It would also be an opportunity to diversity what could be offered; for 
example; new projects which capitalise on 'the arts' (music; drama art) as well as sporting and 
outdoor activities.  This would encourage young people with a wide interest range to find something 
for them and encourage them to continue this activities as hobbies into adult life.. The funding could 
be allocated to specialist activity providers; rather than generic providers who can sometimes 
struggle for a focus. 

• The existing fund can be adequately managed by external parties while funds can be released when 
there are achievable agreed targets with proper monitoring put in place. 

• The funding should be divided equally between all the wards to allow them to provided positive 
activities for young people in south Glos. The funding should also be available to be used to employ 
staff i.e. youth workers so work can be done to deliver activities; projects for young people to 
participate in. 

• The importance of youth centres must not be under-estimated. it is vital to maintain them 
• The PC feels that any subsidy should be made available for the continuation of the excellent work 

and facilities at Fromeside Youth Centre. 
• The subsidy should be more where areas have had centres closed. 
• The support for Youth activities should be based on the number of youngsters in each ward. Young 

people need to be supported in their own areas with Youth support suitable to their needs. This 
could be collaboration e.g. youth club/school etc. 

• The Youth Service has been a successful service in offering all young people an opportunity to work 
together and learn. A subsidy budget could quickly disappear into occasional activities; rather than 
offering young people a place they can go regularly where they know there is always a supportive 
adult. In my experience; young people value having a regular place for them more than an 
occasional activity. 

• There is no proposals for universal service - this seems to be an after thought and there doesn’t 
seem to enough understanding of the importance of universal work with yp within the context of 
targeted provision.  What about the yp that fall under the threshold and are supported but universal 
work not to reach these. 

• There is only one Youth Club available for my disabled teenager to access at the present; the 
Bridging Group at Brimsham Green School.  This has been excellent in the past and I wish it to 
continue. 

• There is only one Youth Club available for my disabled teenager to access at the present; the 
Bridging Group at Brimsham Green School.  This has been excellent in the past and I wish it to 
continue. 

• This approach doesn’t take into consideration the needs of any area or any individual.  I think this is 
unimaginative and fundamentally flawed. 

• This is impossible to answer given that we have been given no information about available funding. 
The YOT where I am employed appears to have been given very little consideration in this process 
and appears to have been 'tagged on' to Preventative Services which we clearly are not. We are a 
statutory body that receives all its referrals via the Courts and Police - neither of which are covered 
by the proposals for a single point of entry service. 

• This makes no sense and will support only upper middle class young people who already have 
access to organised sports and leisure facilities; it negates the many more young people who have 
don’t have the social skills; confidence or support from parents to access activities who need youth 
centres and youth workers to provide a safe social bridge in to these activities. 

• To ensure no services are decommissioned as described in the document 
• We are absolutely staggered that the Local Authority is even considering withdrawing the support of 

its youth centres when there are clear indications that they are a vital part of communities within 
South Gloucestershire. We cannot begin to consider what the future will hold for our young people if 
the proposals are implemented and feel unable to comment at this time on how a subsidy should be 
allocated. Initial thoughts seem to veer towards 'per capita per young person in each area'. 



• We are all aware that some children do not access activities for a variety of reasons.  But if and 
when they feel able to this should allow the full range to be available and targeted to their needs. 

• We do not support the unsophisticated proposal that ignores local community's and individual's 
needs.   We need a proposal that acknowledges differential levels of services and need in South 
Glos. Whilst providing universal youth provision. 

• We do not support un-sophisticated proposal that ignores local community’s and individual’s needs. 
We need a proposal that acknowledges differential levels of services and need in South Glos whilst 
maintaining a level of universal youth provision. 

• We totally oppose the unsophisticated 'pro rata' proposal that does not take a child's or their 
community's needs into account.  We must have a formula that takes need into account; as the level 
of need is not uniform across South Gloucestershire. 

• Well, obviously there will be a big part of it that will be needed for young people that are "at risk", but 
I do hope that there will be fun things for all children to do - because the main source of the "risk" 
and "trouble" comes from boredom in the first place. Definitely youth clubs and activities. I feel 
Armadillo has really helped to spark interest in different things, something that schools try, but in the 
end can't really do it - too much like work. So, some more Armadillos, please. 

• Where is the place to comment on the closing of youth centres? It seems that the council doesn't 
want to consult fairly about this point.  The youth service has provided for the needs of young people 
through youth centres since the 1940's do you really want to be the council that takes the easy 
option in targeting young people; unlike banes which is investing more money in its future. 

• Will young people access youth services provided by particular interest groups 
• Young people should be involved in the application of funds and the subsequent decisions regarding 

distribution. 
• YOUNG PEOPLE SHOULD BE INVOLVED IN THIS ALLOCATION PROCESS. 
• Youth activities should be improved in rural areas e.g. Charfield where young people are isolated, 

have no access to "things to do" and where anti social behaviour is a problem. Urban areas have 
plenty of facilities e.g. leisure centres. Rural areas have nothing 

• Youth Centres should remain under the council. When Staff leave they should be replaced with 
Volunteers to Youth Centres to run more effectively with their costs. The Awards system should be 
advertised out more and apprenticeships inside youth centre will offer low cost workers with great 
career goals. Young people are struggling to find work this is a perfect place to help them. All 
cleaning contracts should be stopped - this should be done by staff. All Crafts funding should be 
halved to enable youth workers to raise their own money. Youth Centres are Front Line and 
important but lets change the structure 

• Youth Work should be offered to everyone not just targeted. Targeted would mean lots of young 
people would not get help because they don’t fall into the target because it hasn’t recognised them 
yet 

• YP need a multitude of outlets. They have many at the moment. As a regular worker at Brimsham 
Green Youth Wing; I often get told that they have nothing else to do and they aren't welcome or 
appreciated in other places (including the Armadillo - Which I don’t perceive as a success strictly 
speaking). This all before even more of what they perceive as 'few' facilities where they are the 
target audience are taken away from them. 

 



Q19: Please make any comments or suggestions about these options or our 
proposals for integrated services for young people 
 

• Again; any service should be able to meet the demands of the local community therefore not 
necessarily a standard offer across South Glos or even across priority neighbourhoods. 

• Although I whole heartedly agree with the targeted approach for CC's I would hope to see a low or 
no cost universal provision that can still carry the preventative work that is so important to picking up 
and dealing with issues within families at the earliest opportunities. 

• As a service user for 18 years there seems to be a lot of staff in South Glos but no action, a lot of 
money wasted 

• Believe this proposal is short sighted and messy with various agencies looking after youth services 
• By dividing the support into two areas; north and south; the established multi-agency teams would 

be split apart. Where some specialist staff are already working part time; this could have a significant 
impact on their availability and flexibility. In the young offending team; there are different areas which 
have different crime issues and these change over time; the team is able to currently flexibly respond 
to this. Defining Youth Offending as targeted early intervention fails to take into account the number 
of young people engaged in this service who are already entrenched in services working with a wide 
range of professionals to address complex needs. 

• By taking away this service you are taking away networking from parents who at any other time have 
no one to turn too. 

• Chipping Sodbury Youth Centres staff believe these proposals will make young people harder to 
reach. Without youth centres young people will not have the opportunity to build relationships with 
youth workers; bring up issues and opportunities for early intervention and prevention will be lost. 
The Youth Service and youth centres are already working with high numbers of vulnerable young 
people who are self referring to the service and able to build sustainable relationships with them. 
Two thirds (209) of the young people who attended Chipping Sodbury Youth Centre last year where 
involved with other agencies e.g. BST (39); Social Care (68); Education Psychology (18). We believe 
we are already doing targeted work within a universal setting. Not all young people want to do 
activities but want and need a space to socialise. Youth centres allow young people the time to build 
relationships with youth workers and develop the confidence to try new things.  Young people are 
able to bring up issues allowing youth workers work from young peoples needs responding with 
programmes of preventive work around self-image; relationships; equalities etc.  We also offer 
support and can make appropriate referrals. Youth centres offer a wide range of activities; support 
and opportunities for young people’s social and personal development. Youth work skills are 
transferable to different situations and not focused on one activity. We are concerned a cohort of 
vulnerable young people will be alienated by these proposals as they will not have the confidence 
and support to participate in activities provided by the subsidy. A further concern is if youth centres 
are decommissioned the hub of youth community will be taken out of local areas. 

• Disagree with the premise of the question; don't think either will offer a good service to young 
people. The service for these vulnerable groups needs to be protected 

• Don't farm out youth clubs or close them make your top priority 
• Don’t pretend that handing centres over to the private sector will in any way improve or safeguard 

these services or centres.  Stop building bus lanes and invest in our children! 
• First of all, how qualified to deal with the needs of the young people involved, secondly, why lose the 

expertise of the existing teams and third how certain is the Council that the take-up will be sufficient 
and finally, if there is not the take-up or an abandonment by these organisations down the line, will 
they just be abandoned? 

• Given the options available we would choose option A 
• Goals within proposal are OK but with using external parties and not council staff. 
• I agree 
• I do hope enough people will be employed to work with these teenagers - so that someone always 

has time for them. 
• I feel a targeted provision for the Youth Service will miss a large number of vulnerable teenagers in 

the same way the targeted provision for Children's Centres will miss vulnerable families if they are 
unable to access a universal provision.  For example what effect will this have on the rates of 
teenage pregnancies; drug taking; alcohol abuse and all the other issues teenagers have but are 
unwilling or unable to ask for support with?  Where will they go to access this support? 

• I feel a targeted provision for the Youth Service will miss a large number of vulnerable teenagers in 
the same way the targeted provision for Children's Centres will miss vulnerable families if they are 
unable to access a universal provision.  For example what effect will this have on the rates of 



teenage pregnancies; drug taking; alcohol abuse and all the other issues teenagers have but are 
unwilling or unable to ask for support with?  Where will they go to access this support? 

• I feel of all the services discussed in this proposal this may be the easier service to commission out 
as I currently aware of volunteers/church groups running youth centres in the  at present. 

• I feel the council needs to consider; are we a preventative service or a responsive service. I feel the 
emphasis on the later age ranges means that we are currently responsive because unfortunately the 
damage is done. I would like to see a more strong shift towards a preventative approach particularly 
with more input with parent/carers at an early age 

• I have answered 16 & 17 because I believe the youth service should stay the same but the structure 
needs to become half volunteered. 

• I have real concerns over the possibility of youth clubs closing. Also in the targeted provision there is 
little made of careers guidance provision for possible NEET - needs specialist, qualified in CG staff 

• I have serious concerns about cutting back preventative; universal services.  I work in an 
organisation for young people and have witnessed firsthand the cutbacks to universal services.  The 
result is a greater number of NEET young people; a larger disengaged population of young people; 
more young people dropping out of EET; so the less preventative work that is done; the greater 
number of targeted young people you end up with.   The other problem with only offering targeted 
services (positive activities are not a universal provision) is access to the service.  My organisation 
has found that some staff at schools/agencies are excellent at referring targeting young people; 
other schools/agencies are not; therefore a good number of targeted young people are 'missing out' 
from an offer of service.  I'm sure the Single point of access will help; but this needs a lot of work.  
The quality of young people's services is also of concern in light of all of these financial cutbacks; 
there is a huge risk of having less qualified (lower paid); less experienced staff in poorer working 
conditions providing a poorer quality service than young people currently receive.  I feel that an 
integrated youth services department will benefit young people and the move towards this has 
already happened in the Hubs.  There is still some way to go; but the benefits of integrated working 
for young people and their families is already being seen.  Workers enjoy closer relationships with 
colleagues and should lead to a more seamless approach and less young people falling through the 
gaps.  Please build on the current good work that is happening; and listen to your staff; they have 
excellent ideas for moving young people's services forward and want the best for all young people in 
South Glos. 

• I think it is inevitable that some of the universal provision will sadly go as a result of the cuts.    I think 
however; it would be disastrous for some of the youth services to be commissioned out. Particularly 
if they are commissioned out to a variety of organisations; thus making a bureaucratic nightmare! 
Some Youth Centres are functioning well; such as Hanham. I think other centres could learn from 
their levels of participation and this could be done within the council structure. I do think the youth 
service needs to improve in the way it engages hard to reach young people who are at risk of 
offending. At present they do not offer enough targeted provision for these at risk young people; 
particularly in the school holidays.    I think there would be too big a risk to commission out the YOT. 
The other agencies that fund the YOT I'm sure would argue against this. The YOT is not a targeted 
service. It is a statutory service. It cannot choose who it works with. The YOT has safeguarding 
responsibilities for an at risk group of young people; particularly if they go into custody. It is clear that 
the risks are too high to commission this service out. South Glos YOT is also a high performing team 
- why change this. The YOT at present undertakes many tasks that are over and above the minimum 
National Standards - this would be lost if the service was commissioned out. The YOT has a good 
relationship with the local court. This is vital for keeping young people out of custody and ensuring 
they are sentenced to the most suitable community sentence. It is evident what happens when the 
courts have little faith in a sentence - they do not use it as often as they could - an example of this is 
the Attendance Centre that is delivered in Bristol by an external provider. Until the YOT had 
responsibility for enforcing Attendance Centre orders; the court had little or no faith in it as a suitable 
sentence and thus it was vastly under used. This would happen to YOT managed community 
sentences if the courts lost faith in them; thus increasing custody rates for children and young 
people. I agree with the revised proposal that the YOT should not be fully integrated with the other 
youth services. This would have been foolish and would have completely ignored the unique; multi 
agency nature of the team. I am not convinced that Substance Use should be put in the same 
category - I do not think it is a similar service.      I think it is an error to look to move the FIP to the 
Family Solutions Team. There is much added value to it being placed within YOT - the project has 
access to the specialist workers at the YOT; health; substance use; education; mentoring etc. It is 
also line managed at the YOT; including the Support Plan Meetings being chaired by the YOT Senior 
Practitioner. This would be a big loss if the FIP were to be moved; as this is a time consuming role. 
Also; there is an opportunity here to grow the FIP and build on what the project has achieved so far. 
The FIP is becoming a very successful project. So much ground has been made in terms of long 
term successes with some very hard to reach families; learning about the key worker approach; 



sticking to the FIP model of support and sanctions and working with the whole family. So often other 
services fail to involve the whole family and this in itself means that their success will always be 
limited and thus resources wasted. The FIP has become proficient at taking on complex families and 
developing a strong multi agency team around the family where communication is good between 
professionals; we are working from one plan and we are all pulling in the same direction. In my 
experience; this happens all too rarely with other agencies; especially social care and leads to 
ineffective plans with families and wasted resources. I am concerned that if the FIP is directed into 
the Family Solutions section that it would be diluted and the key components of the work that make it 
successful would be lost and there would be pressure to make the work short term. This would be 
futile with the kind of families that the FIP is working with. The FIP is well placed with the YOT due to 
the fact that the families that the FIP works with are all at risk of some kind of legal prosecution. This 
means that sometimes the work overlaps with the YOT cases and also the key workers are in an 
environment with other professionals that are familiar with working with people where there are 
external pressures to change and often fluctuating motivation. The FIP has an excess of referrals; 
due to having only 2 key workers. The project could be grown as it has; both nationally and locally; 
demonstrated that it can make the local authority savings and support good outcomes for children 
and young people.     I am uncertain about the proposals to make Senior Targeted Youth Support 
Workers line manage other Targeted Youth Support Workers. It is difficult to merge the role of 
manager and practitioner. While it is important to have different levels of practitioner; it is important 
to remember that a good practitioner does not necessarily make a good manager. There are 
different skills involved. I think your diagram is overly simplistic. I remember presentations from 
Austin Macnamara at the beginning of the Transformation process stating that we are looking to 
create an integrated youth support service that resembled 'salad' not 'soup'. Your proposals look 
much more like soup. I cannot see that you have tried to differentiate between the various 
practitioners in either the youth section or the family solutions section. You are proposing to 
completely blend them. I think this is a mistake. Professionals in these services have specific areas 
of expertise and while the boundaries of their role can undoubtedly be stretched and altered; they 
cannot be all things to all people; for example a youth worker cannot necessarily turn their hand to 
IAG in terms of the specialist knowledge required.    I think this whole document is a missed 
opportunity to not have placed the CAF at the forefront of these changes. Again; the CAF is not 
mentioned in the youth section. This implies again that the Integrated Services for YP's will offer a 
linear approach rather than a team around the family / child. The council currently wastes lots of 
money with the sticking plaster approach it uses to deal with prevention. For example; they spend 
lots of money on an expensive provision without considering the bigger picture - an example is 
Social Care and the ASB team funding long term Breakthrough placements without considering the 
wider family context or school situation. The ASB team fund Breakthrough for young people without 
even doing a CAF and therefore; when the mentoring is unsuccessful and the young person is still 
causing ASB; they become undeserving; the mentoring is withdrawn without taking the time to look 
at the underlying issues and trying to put a plan in place and the child is on the path of being lost to 
the criminal justice system. This valuable resource is then wasted. Also; often CAF's and Lead 
Professionals are in schools meaning that they are often insular and too school focussed; rather than 
looking at the wider picture of the child's life and often do not involve extra support from other 
agencies. Not to mention that the CAF's fall down during the summer; Easter and Christmas 
holidays if they are purely school focussed. This means that the CAF process is often deemed as 
failing and then the family enter the world of being referred in and out of social care because the 
professionals involved in the CAF feel unsure of what to do next with the family to support them to 
change. The CAF never gets to grips with the real issues and therefore change does not happen. I 
think there needs to be a process where LP's get support to hold the CAF together and that the 
CAF's need to be graded in terms of the management oversight required and support given to the 
professionals working as part of the CAF. This would prevent a vast majority of unnecessary 
referrals to social care simply because a CAF is 'not working'. But is because the system is not 
working rather than the children / family not being prepared to change or that the issues have 
reached the threshold for social care intervention. I think the way of working of the FIP (key worker 
model; wrap around family services; multi-agency approach) needs to be expanded into all other 
services for children and young people and that the interventions can be graded in intensity to match 
the needs of the family. 

• I think the plans are a step in the right direction; but they shouldn't affect the youth service as it is 
currently 

• I work at the Brimsham School Youth Wing? This is a truly inspiring centre with an extremely hard 
working and dedicated team of staff and volunteers. They inspire the young adults to feel confident 
and learn new skills. 

• I would have concerns that Young People will fall through the gaps.  In targeting just vulnerable 
young people; these maybe young people who are presenting with obvious problems at school or in 



the community.  Support work for these Young People is really needed and specialist services need 
to be brought on to deliver support to them; e.g. sexual exploitation; drugs and alcohol; domestic 
abuse etc.  However; some YP who don't obviously present as vulnerable or who may not be 
reaching the Tier 3 threshold could be missed and we could; as a result; not hear some of the hidden 
voices of the most vulnerable young people.  Staff in Youth Centres are well placed to pick up on 
any vulnerabilities as YP feel relaxed and at home in these venues. 

• If any changes are made then there should be more youth clubs and activities available for disabled 
teenagers. 

• If any changes are made then there should be more youth clubs and activities available for disabled 
teenagers. 

• If nobody willing to undertake responsibility for clubs they will close and vital youth service will be 
gone with children left to fester on the streets 

• If professionally developed quality universal youth work is taken away; the essential voluntary 
relationship that is most important to young people’s personal development will be lost. An example 
of this is a young woman who first arrived at our youth club almost comatose from alcohol but who 
now comes regularly; engaging with staff and achieving recorded outcomes and accreditations. If 
she had gone to another organisation such as a sports club or guides group she would have been 
turned away but youth workers value such young people and have non-judgemental professional 
standing. The targets for this club and for the whole service will be met this year. The statement by 
South Gloucestershire that only one in five young people attend a youth club was written in such a 
way as to sound as though this was a poor outcome whereas it is actually a positive achievement 
that so many young people have been attracted to attend youth clubs in South Gloucestershire. We 
are desperate to keep our team of youth workers here and urge South Gloucestershire Council not 
to push these proposals forward in such a short space of time as this does not allow for proper 
consideration to be given to the impact on communities; young people and the whole area of South 
Gloucestershire if youth clubs have to close. Young people who attend this youth club are outraged 
at the thought of losing their club and are actively engaged in making responses to the consultation 
document in the form of letters and completing a joint questionnaire.  We are concerned over the 
professional development of youth workers and how this will be managed under the proposed new 
regime. If the youth work that provides the continuum between positive activity and targeted services 
is taken away there is a danger that young people who do not engage in positive activities and who 
do not meet the criteria for targeted services; will fall between the cracks. How will young people’s 
needs be assessed and who will be qualified to carry out such assessments if a single business 
model is put in place and how will young people’s needs be met? These are some of the questions 
that need to be given full consideration. 

• In times of economic austerity the importance of youth provision cannot be underestimated.  These 
services play a key role in engaging; empowering and supporting young people and their families.  
We want to see a continued commitment to priority neighbourhoods; as sources of high socio-
economic deprivation but also a commitment to avoiding a postcode lottery.   We feel that the 
reduction in universal provision £from over £150 to £8 per child) will not keep this balance and risks 
disenfranchising a generation.   We also expect the eventual local providers to be given access to 
school statistics to enable them to ensure that children going to school outside of their "area" are 
proactively informed about services local to them. 

• Instead of looking at need; why not analyse which youth centres are performing well and not so well 
and allocate provision in those better performing centres or where more young people go.    
Universal services should be retained as well as more targeted provision for those who need them.  I 
feel it is better to use resources to offer help to all young people not only those who are in crisis - as 
some crises are not apparent outside of the family home. 

• Investing in these young people, investing in the future of our society. They know what they need. 
ASK THEM 

• It is important to keep services open and short sighted resolution to budget cuts if this does not 
happen as this could create problems elsewhere and council moneys needed for unnecessary 
'extras' e.g. street clearing/graffiti clearing 

• It needs to be recognised that the youth services delivers targeted work to young people through 
universal provision. 

• It times of economic austerity the importance of youth provision cannot be underestimated. These 
services play a key role in engaging; empowering and supporting young people and their families. 
We want to see a continued commitment to priority neighbourhoods; as sources of high socio-
economic deprivation but also a commitment to avoiding a postcode lottery. We feel that the 
reduction in Universal provision (from over £150 per child to £8 a child) will not keep this balance 
and risks disenfranchising a generation. We also expect the eventual local providers to be given 
access to school choice statistics to enable them to ensure that children going to school outside of 



their ‘area’ are proactively informed about services local to them. In addition; the current court case 
involving a council closing such facilities may see universal provision (in some form) be a statutory 
requirement. 

• It would seem sensible to commission an authority-wide service from a lead organisation which 
offers:  Local knowledge, Experience of; and expertise in; working with this group of young people, 
Local contacts for ensuring effective referral; training and support, Value for money; with regards to 
staffing; premises and overhead costs. The ability to sub-contract to known; accredited local service 
suppliers, Links to significant national organisations which are able to back up local delivery? An 
excellent local reputation which would encourage other providers to want to work in partnership  The 
authority needs to be confident that the organisation; or consortium; has the ability to ensure that 
South Gloucestershire effectively discharges its statutory duties and requirements under statutory 
guidance:    To make available such services as it considers appropriate to encourage; enable or 
assist the effective participation of young people; aged 19 and below and relevant young adults in 
education or training. To make arrangements for assessments of learning difficulties to be 
conducted; as required under section 139A of the Learning & Skills Act 2000. To assist the most 
vulnerable young people; and those at risk of becoming not engaged with education; employment or 
training (NEET).  To ensure that 16 and 17 year olds have received an offer of a suitable place in 
post-16 education or training; and that they are assisted to take up a place ?" delivering the 
September Guarantee To track young people’s progress in order to identify those who need support  
To safeguard and promote the welfare of children within their area       The current provider of 
services across the West of England has enabled:    ; NEET rates in the top half of Statistical 
Neighbour comparisons   ; Not Known rates consistently the lowest against the same comparators   ; 
16-18 year olds accessing learning at its highest ever level     The Authority must ensure any future 
provider maintains this level of achievement.    Undertaking assessments of vulnerable young people 
and agreeing thresholds of need is a hugely complex process; and one that will be central to the 
success of the integrated service. What will the planned assessment process be for identifying a 
child / young person deemed to be targeted; and who will be responsible for delivering the 
assessments?    LPW currently hold information on all young people aged 13 to 19 based on school 
records and have developed processes alongside partners working in schools to identify and support 
vulnerable young people. All of those young people identified have a named worker and receive a 
holistic assessment of needs that can feed into other statutory assessments such as the CAF. 
Advisers carry out targeted; meaningful interventions that can be evaluated through measurable 
outcomes relating to progression.   Learning Partnership West provides a database; tracking and 
case management system across the west of England.  The raw data that is generated is 
transformed by experienced staff within LPW to provide valuable Management Information that can 
be used to manage performance; predict trends and to ensure that staff are deployed in the right 
places at the right times.     How does the Authority intend to guarantee this level of monitoring and 
assurance; if the CCIS database cannot be used?     It is also worth noting that recent national 
research has identified that the number of 16-18 year olds with whom contact has been lost; is 
significantly higher in local authority ‘in house’ services; then where the service delivery has been 
contracted to a specialist provider.    There are risks here around:    o Cost of replacing effective 
caseload management system and associated expertise   o Failure to meet expectations relating to 
Raising of the Participation Age   o Risk of litigation around completion of statutory assessments e.g. 
Section 139a Learning Disability assessments   o Risk of not meeting all young people’s needs who 
live in S. Gloucestershire; but are educated outside of the area  o Increased risk of NEET increase 
through lack of assessment / early intervention   o Potential failure to track and monitor progression 
of the most vulnerable young people across authority borders       If one service is decommissioned 
and another created that fulfils the same role; TUPE must apply. Has the process of transferring staff 
been fully incorporated into cost projections?    Finally; a brief exercise with staff identified the 
following risks of adopting option A; and the benefits of option B:    Risks:  Expensive, Inflexible   
Difficult to respond to individual need   ? Not all departments and sections able or willing to respond 
to change quickly.  Not an area that easily divides into North and South; false divisions    Benefits    ? 
New and innovative? Opportunity for new ideas? Can be designed to meet current need? Will retain 
much of the old that was good as working to council spec? Not hampered by existing work practices 
and customs 

• Keep Front line workers in place but stop the cleaners 
• Keep in house 
• More provision needs to be made for young people with learning difficulties.  For them; youth 

services are essential.  So; for example; the youth group at Brimsham Green on Wednesday 
evenings should NOT be closed.  It is the only provision in the area and it is so important. 

• Most people need a base to meet e.g. pub; community centre etc and our youngsters are no 
exception. Parents need to know where their youngsters are and outreach workers and police need 
to know where to direct youngsters out of harms way. Any buildings taken over from South Glos 



need to be fit for purpose and then shared to make them a viable proposition. Where will the trained 
youth workers come from with no training facilities or support? What about those with disabilities? 

• My concern about the council commissioning this service centers around how the funds would be 
used; and the expertise of the staff. When funds are devolved; there is an opportunity for the 
provider to use them as best fits their delivery model; and it is often this; rather than need which 
dictates how the money is spent - striving to be a successful provider can often detract from the 
primary need of servicing the needs of their clients.  Moreover; it will challenging to find providers 
who employ staff with the required skill set to work with those who have complex needs.  Vulnerable 
people; above all; need to have assurance that their need for a service will be handled 
compassionately and with professionalism.  The integrated service the Council is proposing would 
mean that skilled; knowledgeable staff could meet a variety of need as one group; thus saving the 
service user dealing with multiple professionals across a number of services - this could be more 
empowering for all while saving money - if a multi-disciplinary team are aware of an individuals 
needs; this saves time and the need for multiple referrals with a wait time between each one  - time 
when the need could become deeper. 

• My main concern; living in a non-priority area; is that S Glos is hoping to get youth provision on the 
cheap. The consultation says that "young people from disadvantaged backgrounds often   find it 
harder to access these opportunities through lack of confidence; poor social skills; financial 
difficulties; transport problems or peer group pressure". These young people live in all areas of S 
Glos; not just priority areas. In my own area (Thornbury) there is lots of provision for most young 
people in uniformed and non-uniformed youth groups; sports; drama and music groups etc. However 
there are some young people (and not just from 'disadvantaged backgrounds') who find it impossible 
for all sorts of reasons to be part of these groups. In some cases their behaviour is such that they 
are unable or unwilling to follow basic rules and so the group has to decide whether to allow them to 
continue to attend; which tends to put off other young people; or to ban them on a temporary or 
permanent basis. These young people desperately need somewhere to go and they tend to find 
what they need in the S Glos Youth Centre. If S Glos can't afford to run such a centre how will 
another organisation do it; even with money from S Glos. NEETs receive help too from the Centre. 
Unless someone is found to provide a place and the help they need where will they go? Public 
transport is not frequent and is expensive if they have to travel out of Thornbury. 

• No comment 
• No facilities for youth should be decommissioned 
• No rural centres - in any of your proposals 
• Option A now includes a separate section with YOT and Substance Use. This means these two 

teams will not be separated over the North and South teams. - This is a good idea. However I'm 
unsure of the relevance of the Youth Offending Team being in 'preventative services' in the first 
place. The Youth Offending Team only take referrals from the court and therefore already the young 
people we work with have already committed offences and many are already involved with 
Safeguarding/LAC teams.     For the same reasons as stated before I don't think this service should 
be commissioned out as it is likely the quality of service will decrease with profit being the driving 
force.     Unlike youth support YOT do not have any control of how many young people they see per 
year as its referrals depend on how many young people are convicted of crimes/receive cautions. 
YOT is also a multi disciplinary team which again separates us from targeted youth support.     ? The 
YOT is not a targeted youth service? The YOT is a highly specialised service provided by specialist 
staff? The YOT is a statutory service? The YOT works with children as well as young people? The 
YOT is already a multi-agency service? The YOT is jointly owned and funded by a range of statutory 
partners? Seconded staff from other agencies are seconded to the YOS not a Targeted Youth 
Support Service? The YOT is both a child care agency and a criminal justice agency? The YOT is 
subject to its own independent Inspection process? Youth Crime (and other poor outcomes for 
young people) in most instances (especially the most complex cases) is not a result of a failure in 
services for young people (Universal or Targeted) but a failure in the services for children and 
families to identify and respond sufficiently early with certain families       Access to the service said it 
should be through First Point - however Youth Offending Teams cannot function in this way.     I 
don't know if this is possible but I feel YOT fit in better alongside Children's services - 
Safeguarding/LAC etc. YOT's referral system is more similar to theirs (in that we can't refuse a 
referral) and the majority of the young people we work with already have a range of complex needs - 
which have resulted in them displaying offending behaviour.    YOT seems to be a significantly 
different service to that of the other Integrated Services for Young People. The main difference being 
that we cannot 'target' our work; as the young people we work with are dictated by the court. In 
addition young people do not engage with our service voluntarily.     I agree that part of our work 
could be seen as preventative (low level offending/cautions; ability to offer parenting support; 
working with schools and families to prevent further offending) but I feel this is not recognising the 
majority of our work which is taken up by young people with a range of complex issues that are more 



than likely already involved with the 'expensive specialist services' - safeguarding/LAC etc    I 
strongly believe that the YOT should remain one team. I also think that there are some difficulties in 
YOT being labelled 'preventative' YOT's significantly different role needs to be acknowledged and 
we should not be included in any further discussions on single point of entry route as this does not 
effect us as we only take referrals from court. Despite this I think it's important that we are not 
commissioned out and that the council continue providing the statutory duties of the YOT - for 
reasons of quality; consistency and taking into account the philosophy of 'if it ain't broke; don't fix it' - 
YOT provide a quality service that I hope will be allowed to continue. 

• Please see previous comments. 
• Risk that many youth centres will vanish, young people’s provision will disappear, young people 

need youth centres, need universal provision, L.A. is best place to provide this. Local groups may 
offer a watered down, piecemeal approach, e.g. based on religious values 

• Should be kept integrated to ensure effective communication and a joined up service 
• South Gloucestershire - Thornbury for example will get the young people we deserve if we don't 

provide a stable supportive environment for them 
• Taking a ‘finger’s crossed’ approach, hoping that outside sources will come forward, is not the best 

option.  All the work currently being done will be just thrown away. 
• The current proposal for universal services presents the risk of developing a gap between universal 

and targeted services which would work against the model of an integrated approach. The current 
youth service is successful and delivered through a skilled workforce and increasingly evidences that 
it prevents young people requiring specialist or targeted support.  It works as a preventative service 
with young people at the heart of its development and delivery. I support the proposal for the 
maintenance of a resource for participation and accreditation. Involving young people in service and 
community development and delivery increases young people’s contribution to society and also 
gives then skills they can use and develop as they move to adulthood. It empowers young people to 
become active citizens. Recognising young people’s achievements through accreditation schemes is 
also essential and especially so for those who may be low achievers at schools. 

• The documentation states that only 20% of people access youth clubs; but that is far from the truth in 
some areas.  Why are we all being treated in the same way?  In my opinion; there is far too much 
talk about 'priority areas'. We should not be thinking about priority areas; but should be thinking 
about 'priority young people'.  The fact is; as Hanham Youth Centre has proven; that although it 
might not be classed as a priority area; it actually works with hundreds of priority young people.  One 
of the reasons; is that as Hanham club is so popular and busy; it attracts hundreds of young people 
every week from other areas; some of which are priority areas.  It attracts young people from 
Cadbury Heath; Yate; Filton; St George; Kingswood and many others.  So I reiterate; as a council; 
we shouldn’t think of priority areas; but of priority young people. 

• The importance of this service can not be measured in numerical terms alone.  South Glos should be 
recognising the need to engage with Young People in these difficult economic times and ensuring 
the service continues its important work. 

• The lack of an idea of how funding will impact on any decisions and an almost complete lack of 
information on how much money there will be and if cost is the main factor in any decision to 
split/privatise etc.  Agencies like the Youth Offending Team have many statutory functions which are 
specific and unusual and there is no clarity about how these might work in a fractured or privatised 
service.  It is pointless to include the Youth Offending Team in a single-point of entry service when it 
has its own gateway (like the Court) which handles this for it.  It is inappropriate to included the 
Youth Offending Team in the Integrated Service Review when it is  not a targeted service as such 
and is statutory and already acting as an effective; multi-agency team; and does not get to ‘choose’ 
who it works with.  The problematic nature of splitting the Youth Offending Team in 2: loss of specific 
experience and knowledge to one or other team (i.e. CAMHS); the loss of access to team members 
(i.e. reparation worker) that might impact on the ability to deliver services; loss of multi-agency 
working (with colleagues and liaison with workers about young people who may cross the 
North/South boundary and stay/offend/network in an area that they do not live in); the fact that we 
cannot anticipate the level of offending in the North/South area and one may get more young people 
offending than the other and over-burden one team or another; loss of an effective; working and well 
inspected team that is able to respond quickly and in a co-ordinated manner to local issues and has 
established links with other agencies; bodies and community groups that are evidence of a 
commitment to ‘localism’ and community work.  Although contained within its own building (which 
costs the Council nothing) the Youth Offending Team works across agencies and the future proposal 
to move to Patchway Police Station will continue this work and the cost saving from not being 
subsumed into existing Council buildings; the concept of privatisation is untried and problematic I 
think. There are no clear ideas on auditing and measuring outcomes of services; and risks services 
adopting a bureaucratic; tick box approach. The services we offer are assessed and audited and 



most have done well. There may be issues with a private company profiting from the work of 
volunteers (Mentors; panel members; reparation placements within the Youth Offending team for 
instance) that might make these services un-workable. 

• The options for Targeted Youth Support seem ridiculous from a YOT perspective - we have been a 
consistently high performing multi disciplinary team for many years and much of our success relies 
upon the fact that we work together in one building where specialist workers and case holders 
regularly exchange information and share good practice - something that would be virtually 
impossible across two sites. I am strongly opposed to this idea and to option B as my experience of 
privatisation of services within the Criminal Justice System is extremely poor (private prisons/G4S 
etc). The practitioners within the YOT currently have exceptionally good relationships with partner 
agencies such as the Courts and Police and good credibility for recommending sentencing of Young 
People caught up in the Criminal Justice System. One of my major concerns regarding privatisation 
would be that this credibility would be lost and ultimately more young people would end up in 
custody as a result of poor management and enforcement of community sentences. 

• The PC feels that youth support services should remain within SGC. 
• The proposals are profoundly damaging to the fabric of communities. I believe closing universal 

provision; with the faint hope that local organisations or business might step in to plug the gap is so 
flawed it constitutes institutional neglect! The local authority deserves the resultant bill in anti social 
behaviour policing; social care referrals; teen pregnancy and poor school atainment if it wish to 
pursue this notion. Voluntary sector groups are ill funded and ill prepared to take on this 
responsibility to offer a consistent and fair service to all young people in the county; many of whom 
are; just by going through adolescence in need of additional support and safe environments 
regardless of their social back ground or where they grow up. Through ditching universal services 
you are creating a social polarity; between the stigmatised few who get intervention and support as 
they are 'targeted' and deemed in need; and the socially/economically more mobile group who can 
access expensive; organised and limited 'not so' positive activities- is this the vision for South 
Gloucestershire Council?? 

• There is an assumption that increased coordination will bring about improved outcomes.  Little 
evidence is presented for this; as it would potentially combine services that each specialises in a 
particular type of need.  We would want to be assured that specialist expertise would not be lost. 

• There is no guarantee outsourcing will save money 
• These are critical services and should be universal. You want to catch young people before it gets 

too late not wait until they are identified as having gone off the rails. Keep them on the rails 
• They are short sighted in a few years town councils will be saying ‘why has youth crime increased 

what are we doing for young people’. 
• Under these proposals professional youth workers will lose their identity and there is a lack of 

understanding of what they offer; even within the strand two and the potential for them to provide a 
service for yp and their families. 

• we are unsure what the proposals looks like 
• We value and want to support youth service provision; which we consider to be of growing 

importance in a time of economic austerity.  The services play a crucial role in engaging; supporting 
and enfranchising our children and young people.  South Gloucestershire Council must give a 
continuing commitment to support the provision of youth services in its Priority Neighbourhoods; 
irrespective of current or future provider; but should guard against access to services becoming a 
postcode lottery. 

• When I was younger I had a couple of youth workers that I spoke to about different situations that 
happened to me and they gave me sound advice and support when I needed it and I would hate to 
think that other youths today would not get this service. 

• Wickwar have been told that when our club shuts the council will board it up/fence off the skate park 
and eventually take the skate park away! More and more children are using this facility since my 
family and I moved to this area and I feel we need a larger skate park now for health and safety 
issues and due to the increase in extreme sports athletes of all ages; my daughter is 4 years old and 
loves this facility although it is poorly designed! I was on a skate park committee and designed a 
skate park! 

• You must have a "no change" option or your data set will imply acceptance. 
• Youngsters need a base to meet. Parents need to know where their youngsters are. Police /outreach 

workers need somewhere to direct youngsters out of harms way at dedicated times. What these 
plans are showing is a lack of structure and organisation. If a group takes over a building it will have 
to be shared in order to make it commercially viable. This needs organisational skills. We need a 
growing bank of trained youth workers but how can this be achieved through these plans. 
Succession planning is lacking. To be asked to make an expression of interest and be pointed to 



CVS for support makes these options look like forgone conclusions. Out there on the streets folk 
think this is a done deal. What is going to happen to Youth provision for disabled young people? 

 
 


