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Every child in Birmingham has an equal chance to have a really good start in life. This is the vision for
the new Early Years Health and Wellbeing Service.

It is proposed that the new service model will be delivered across the ten Districts in Birmingham, with
tailored services and locations in each District. As a result, it is proposed that services may better meet
the diverse needs of local children and families that live in Birmingham.

The proposed model includes the statutory requirement for the Local Authority to ensure that there is
a sufficient Children’s Centre offer in the city.

Approval to consult on the proposed new service delivery model was granted by Cabinet on 18 April
2017. The public consultation was open from 19 June — 17 August 2017.

The public consultation received a total of 1,940 responses.
In terms of the key proposals:

e Agreement with the proposal to deliver services as outlined in section 7 of the consultation
summary document (appendix 1);

e Agreement with the proposal to have service delivery locations open between 9am and 5pm;

e Agreement with the proposal for longer opening hours between 5pm and 8pm to improve
access to services across the city;

e Agreement with the proposal for weekend opening on either a Saturday or Sunday to improve
access to services across the city;

e Proposals for service delivery locations were considered at a district level. Respondents were
asked to express a view on both service delivery locations and whether these locations would
enable access. There was a mixture of responses to the proposals — summarised in the table
below;

Table | — Summary of District Responses to Service Location Proposals

District Proposal

Agreement for Service
Delivery Locations

Agreement that Locations
would enable Access

Edgbaston

Split

Yes

Erdington

Yes

Yes
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Hall Green Yes Yes
Hodge Hill Yes Yes
Ladywood Split Yes
Perry Barr Yes Yes
Selly Oak Split Yes
Sutton Coldfield

Yardley

Northfield, Sutton Coldfield and Yardley are identified as districts where the choice of service
delivery locations was not supported by respondents. It is therefore recommended that
consideration is given to alternative service delivery locations in these districts;

When asked about alternative venues as locations for services the most common suggestions
were places of worship, community centres, health centres, schools and libraries. Some
respondents also named existing children’s centres with nine centres being mentioned at least
ten times each by respondents;

Respondents were given an opportunity to express any other views on the proposals. Just
under half of the respondents took this opportunity. The most common type of responses
were positive statements about the current service. In progressing the proposals it is
recommended that it is ensured that the strengths of the existing model are not lost. There is
a clear message that many aspects of the current service are highly valued by citizens and
make a real difference to people’s lives.
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Every child in Birmingham has an equal chance to have a really good start in life. This is the vision for
the new Early Years Health and Wellbeing Service.

It is proposed that the new service model will:
- Be delivered across the ten districts across the city
- Tailor the number of services and locations for each district.

This model is proposed so that services can better meet the diverse needs of local children and
families that live in Birmingham.

The proposed model includes the statutory requirement for the Local Authority to ensure that there is
a sufficient Children’s Centre offer in the city.

An extensive round of public consultation was undertaken from November 2015 to February 2016 to
inform the development of the Commissioning Strategy for the new Early Years Health and Wellbeing
Service in Birmingham.

Following a robust tender process, Birmingham Community Healthcare NHS Foundation Trust was
recommended as the organisation to lead the new model for Early Years Health and Wellbeing
services in the city. This recommendation was made to, and approved by Cabinet on 18 April 2017.

At the same time, Cabinet also approved the second round of public consultation which focused on
the model of delivery proposed by Birmingham Community Healthcare NHS Foundation Trust. The
consultation sought views on elements such as proposed delivery locations and opening hours to
inform the final model at a local level.

The public consultation was open from 19 June — 17 August 2017 and received a total of 1,940
responses. There were 5 petitions received on the closure of Children’s Centres in Birmingham. A
further 28 responses were received after the consultation period had closed. These were logged but
have not been included in the analysis of findings.

The purpose of this report is to present the key findings of the Early Years Health and Wellbeing
Service consultation on the proposed new model for delivery at a local level.

This report will form part of the evidence base used to demonstrate the sufficiency of the Childrens
Centre offer in Birmingham.
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The general public and interested parties were invited to participate in the consultation. The
consultation aimed to include as many responses from the general public and affected groups as
possible through direct consultation.

To reach as many people as possible, a range of consultation methods were available.

The consultation summary document and questionnaire were developed in two versions: standard
and Easier to Read.

The summary document outlined the proposed approach and highlighted key areas for consultation
(appendix 1), and was designed to support the completion of the questionnaire (appendix 2).

The consultation documents were accessible in a variety of ways including:

e Online at Birmingham Be Heard - all documents were available to the general public via this
platform. The web link to Be Heard was also circulated to a wide range of stakeholders with
details of how they could have their say.

e Printed questionnaire — printed questionnaires were made available at all of the Birmingham
Childrens Centres. Free post return was available for all printed questionnaires.

e Electronic questionnaire — an electronic version of the questionnaire was available on
Birmingham Be Heard or on request via email.

People who had views that they wanted the Early Years team to be aware of but did not wish to
complete a questionnaire were asked to submit their comments by email or freepost.

ECS is an independent, community interest company who specialise in social research and community
engagement. Their mission is to be the voice of the public for public services and they are primarily
concerned with engagement with the local community surrounding the provision of public services in
Staffordshire, the wider West Midlands region and beyond.

As part of this consultation, ECS were commissioned to engage with pregnant women and parents
with children aged between 0-5 years across the city and across socioeconomic backgrounds.

A total of 593 questionnaires were completed and submitted through ECS.

Consultation events were delivered in each of the ten Districts. The events provided more information
about the proposed delivery model. In total, 153 local families and professionals attended the events.

7



Birmingham
.' CityCo%ncil

All of the Childrens Centres across the city were offered the opportunity to host a local public meeting
at their venue.

Seven Childrens Centres took up the offer to hold an onsite event with more than 260 local families
and professionals in attendance.

There has been a raft of publicity and media coverage in relation to the consultation on the proposed
model. This included:

e Formal press release
e Mail out to all Childrens Centres and effected services
e Individual mail out to key stakeholders
e Birmingham Mail
e Nursery World
e |TV News
e Public Sector Executive
e Sutton Coldfield Local News
e Birmingham against the Cuts
e Birmingham Post
e Children & Young People Now
e Birmingham City Council internal communications:
o Chief Executives Bulletin
o Information Round Up
o Early Years Noticeboard
o Friday Round Up
e Tweeted by Councillors:
o Cllr Brigid Jones
o ClIr Paulette Hamilton

o Cllr Majid Mahmood
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e Also tweeted by:
o Colin Diamond — BCC Corporate Director
o Children’s Centres
o Birmingham Education
o Neil Elkes

o Sutton Observer

The closed and demographic questions included in the questionnaire were coded according to a
predetermined coding structure.

The consultation responses received on Birmingham Be Heard were extracted, checked and coded
according the structure.

Once coded, the extracted data was entered onto an Excel database for analysis.

The open text questions included in the questionnaire were randomly sampled. A thematic analysis of
the sampled responses was undertaken to enable key themes to be identified.
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The following section presents findings using an aggregated analysis identifying respondents within
three key areas of interest:

e Parent / Guardian — this may be a parent or guardian of a child aged 0-5 years
e Staff / Professional — this may be a member of children centre or school staff

e Other — this may be members of the general public, a friend or relative of a service user,
those who have preferred not to identify their interest, or those who have identified as ‘Other’
e.g. Child Minder, Social Worker, Volunteer

These three areas of interest will be known as the Key Group Identifiers.

Respondents were asked to identify which respondent type best described their interest in the
consultation.

There were 1,940 respondents to the public consultation on Be Heard. Table 1 shows responses by
key group identifier.

Table 1: Responses to Question 1 by key group identifier
Who No. %
Parent/Guardian 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 146 7.5
Other 292 15.1
Total 1,940 100.0

More than three quarters of the respondents were parents or guardians of children under 5 years of
age (77.4%).

Staff and professionals made up 7.5% of respondents.

Of the total 1,940 respondents, 1,095 provided their postcode (56.4%).

There were some issues with the completeness of the information e.g. partial postcodes, such as B23,
as well as the accuracy e.g. letters instead of zeros. In some instances, areas such as Erdington were
named instead. A data cleansing exercise was undertaken to improve the quality of the data available.

Analysis of respondents’ postcode information showed that there was a potential under-
representation of responses from:

e Hodge Hill, Perry Barr and Northfield districts
10
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e The most deprived 10% areas - this was particularly true for Selly Oak, Perry Barr, Ladywood

and Hall Green districts

The analysis also showed that those living in the least deprived 70% areas within Northfield, Perry Barr

and Selly Oak districts were potentially over-represented.

Respondents were asked how old their youngest child was. There were 1,848 responses to this

qguestion. Table 2 shows responses by age group of youngest child.

Table 2: Responses to Question 3 by age of youngest child

Age of oldest child No. %

Pregnant 17 0.9
<1 month 25 14
<1year 370 20.0
1<2Years 378 20.5
2 <3 Years 347 18.8
3<4Years 278 15.0
4 <5Years 173 9.4
5-11Years 151 8.2
12 -17 Years 36 1.9
> 18 Years 23 1.2
no children 23 1.2
Not applicable 27 1.5
Total 1,848 100.0

The majority of respondents told us that their youngest child was aged between 1 and 2 years old

(20.5%) or less than a year old (20.0%). Just less than 1% of respondents reported to be pregnant.

Respondents were asked whether they would describe their child as having health or development

needs that would require additional support. Table 3 shows the responses by key group identifier.

Table 3: Responses to Question 4 by key group identifier

Don’t Prefer Not No
Yes No Total
Who Know to Say Response
No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 228 | 15.2 | 1,170 | 77.9 59 | 3.9 10 0.7 35 2.3 | 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 21| 144 96 | 65.8 41 2.7 1.4 23 15.8 146 7.5
All Others 36 | 12.3 169 | 57.9 17 | 5.8 9 3.1 61 20.9 292 15.1
Total 285 | 14.7 | 1,435 | 739 80 | 4.1 21 1.1 | 119 6.1 | 1,940 | 100.0

11
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Overall, 73.9% of respondents stated that their child did not have health or development needs.

When looking at the groups individually, just over three quarters of the Parent/ Guardian group

(77.9%) said that their child had no health or development needs, followed by 65.8% of the Staff /
Professional Group and 57.9% of the All Others group (Fig. 1).

Figure 1: Proportion of responses to Question 4 by key group identifier
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There was some uncertainty from 4.1% of respondents about stating whether their child had health or

development needs. A further 6.1% of respondents chose not to answer this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents that had described themselves as a parent or guardian of a child aged 0-5 years old in

Question 1 were then asked if they had used Early Years Services. Respondents from other key group

identifiers also provided answers to this question. Table 4 shows responses from all of the key group

identifiers.

Table 4: Responses to Question 5 by key group identifier

—— Yes No Don’t Know Pr:::esraNyot Res'::nse Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 1,333 88.7 123 8.2 14| 0.9 0| 0.0 32 2.1 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 63 43.2 47 32.2 0.7 0| 0.0 35 24.0 146 7.5
All Others 129 44.2 85 29.1 8| 2.7 0| 0.0 70 24.0 292 15.1
Total 1,525 78.6 255 131 23 | 1.2 0| 0.0 137 7.1 1,940 | 100.0

12
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Overall, 78.6% of respondents had used Early Years Services and 13.1% had not. When looking at
individual groups, unsurprisingly, the Parent / Guardian group had the highest proportion of
respondents that had used Early Years Services (88.7%) (Fig. 2).

Figure 2: Proportion of responses to Question 5 by key group identifier
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The Staff / Professional group and the All Others group were fairly similar in their utilisation of services

with 43.2% and 44.2% of respondents respectively, stating they had used services.

A small number of respondents (1.2%) were unsure whether they had used these services. A further

7.1% of respondents chose not to answer this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had answered ‘Yes’ to question 5 were then asked to tell us about the services that

they had used in the last 12 months. Respondents could select more than one service option. Table 5

shows the responses by key group identifier.

Table 5: Responses to Question 6 by key group identifier

T AGC:::::)V Well Baby | Stay & Play S:a‘:::::t Advice GP Other
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 764 | 21.7 | 655 | 18.6 | 425 | 12.1 | 425 | 12.1 450 | 12.8 | 585 | 16.6 | 215 | 6.1
Staff/Professional 43| 216 | 23| 116 | 26| 13.1 26 | 13.1 39 | 19.6 26 | 13.1 16 | 8.0
All Others 83| 21.8| 55| 144 | 41| 10.8 41 | 10.8 61 | 16.0 63 | 16.5 37| 9.7
Total 890 | 21.7 | 733 | 179 | 492 | 12.0 | 492 | 12.0 550 | 134 | 674 | 16.4 | 268 | 6.5

Overall, the Activity Group was the most frequently reported service that respondents had used in the
past 12 months (21.7%). This was followed by Well Baby Clinics (17.9%), and General Practice (16.4%).

13
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Individual groups remained relatively consistent in their usage of services aside from Well Baby Clinics

(Fig. 3). This service was most frequently stated by the Parent / Guardian group (18.6%) compared to
14.4% of the All Others group and 11.6% of the Staff/ Professionals group.

Figure 3: Proportion of responses to Question 6 by key group identifier

If yes, please tell us about the services you and your family have
used in the last 12 months

H Other m GP m Advice = Parent Support = Stay & Play = Well Baby ® Activity Group
100% -

90% -
80% -
70% -

60% -
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40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -
0% -

Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional All Others

Respondents who answered ‘Other’ were asked to provide details of the service they have used in the

last 12 months.

Despite stating that they used an Early Years’ Service other than those listed in the options provided

within the consultation questionnaire, many of the ‘Other’ services named by respondents were

actually on the list, especially those relating to Parenting Support.

Other services named by at least ten respondents were:

Family support (38)

Nursery/day care (28)

Baby massage (27)

Breastfeeding support (19)

Adult education including ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Language)(17)
Speech and language support (13)

Health visitor (12)

Support for SEND (special educational needs and disabilities) children, including sensory
rooms (10)
14
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Other services mentioned by five or more respondents included: Antenatal and Midwifery Services,
New Birth Visits, Domestic Violence Support, Baby Groups and Toy Libraries.

Respondents were asked to think about all of the services and activities that are offered and select

which are the most important to them. Respondents could select more than one service/ activity.

Table 6 shows the responses by key group identifiers.

Table 6: Responses to Question 7 by key group identifier

Who arou_ | cime | SEvsPay | G | Goidance | S | “apove | Other | Toul
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.| % [ No.| % | No. | % No. %
Parent/Guardian 678 18.8 | 586 | 16.3 | 1071 | 29.7 | 511 | 14.2 | 468 | 13.0 | 152 | 4.2 14 | 0.4 | 124 | 3.4 | 3,604 83.5
Staff/Professional | 48 | 20.3 | 32 | 13.5 551232 | 46| 194 | 46| 19.4 1|04 1| 04 8|34 237 5.5
All Others 84 17.7 72 | 15.2 127 | 26.8 74 | 15.6 95 | 20.0 0| 0.0 1] 0.2 21 | 4.4 474 11.0
Total 810 | 18.8 | 690 | 16.0 | 1,253 | 29.0 | 631 | 14.6 | 609 | 14.1 | 153 | 3.5 | 16 | 0.4 | 153 | 3.5 | 4,315 | 100.0

Overall, Stay and Play was the most important service or activity offered (29.0%), followed by the
Activity Group (18.8%) and the Well Baby Clinic (16.0%).

When looking at the individual groups, the Parent / Guardian group was particularly consistent with

the overall position with only small variances (Fig. 4). The top three most important services and

activities for this group were:

e Stay and Play (29.7%)

e Activity Group (18.8%)
o Well Baby Clinic (16.3%)

The most important services and activities for the Staff / Professional group were:

e Stay and Play (23.2%)

e  Activity Group (20.3%)

e Parent Support (19.4%) and Advice and Guidance (19.4%)

The All Other group stated the most important services and activities offered were:

e Stay and Play (26.8%)

e Advice and Guidance (20.0%)

e Activity Group (17.7%)

15
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The last important services or activities for all groups were those offered by General Practice (3.5%).
This was consistent when also looking across the individual groups.

Figure 4: Proportion of responses to Question 7 by key group identifier

Of all the services and activities offered, which are the most
important to you and your family?
m Other mAll of the above mGP mAdvice Parent Support ~ Stay & Play = Well Baby m Activity Group
100% - — —

70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -
0%

Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional All Others

Respondents who answered ‘Other’ were asked to provide details of the services and activities that
were most important to them.

Other services and activities listed by more than ten respondents as the most important were:

eGP services (40)

Day care/nursery (25)

Family support (17)

English language classes/groups (16)

Everything / all (12)

Despite being the last important service or activity of the options presented, General Practice services
were mentioned most frequently in the ‘Other’ services and activities that respondents found most
important. Upon investigation, this would appear to be due to a discrepancy between the service and
activity options listed on the online questionnaire versus the printed questionnaire.

Baby Group, Breastfeeding Support, Toy Library and Holiday Activities were also deemed to be
important.

16
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Respondents were asked how they usually travel to services. Table 7 shows the responses by key

group identifiers.

Table 7: Responses to Question 8 by key group identifier

i Home On Foot Bus Train Car Taxi Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. | % | No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 22| 1.2 989 | 52.2 | 174 | 9.2 | 18 | 1.0 | 637 | 33.6 | 38| 2.0 16 | 0.8 | 1,894 84.2
Staff/Professional 1| 09 47 | 42.0 15 | 134 2| 1.8 41 | 36.6 41 3.6 2| 18 112 5.0
All Others 1 0.4 112 | 45.9 35| 143 4| 1.6 86 | 35.2 5 2.0 1 0.4 244 10.8
Total 24| 11| 1,148 | 51.0 | 224 | 10.0 | 24| 1.1 | 764 | 340 | 47| 21 19| 0.8 | 2,250 | 100.0

Overall, 51.0% of respondents travelled to services on foot and just over a third (34.0% travelled by

car).

The individual groups broadly reflected the overall response. Greatest variation was seen with

respondents who travel on foot — the Parent / Guardian group were most likely to use this method of
transport (52.2%) compared to 42.0% of the Staff / Professionals group (Fig. 5).

Furthermore, the Parent / Guardian group were the least likely of the individual groups to travel by
bus (9.2%) compared to the All Others group (14.3%) and the Staff / Professionals group (13.4%).

Figure 5: Proportion of responses to Question 8 by key group identifier
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W Other Taxi M Car Train Bus On Foot B Home

0%

Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional All Others

Respondents who answered ‘Other’ were asked to provide details of the way they usually travel to

services.

Most of the responses here were covered by options already listed in the question including:

17
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e Walk (or ‘On Foot’) (ten)
e Car (four)
e Home (three)

However, six respondents stated that they travelled to services by bicycle.

Respondents were asked to identify which Childrens Centres they had visited in the past 12 months.
Respondents were able to select more than one Children’s Centre which resulted in 2,452 visits to
different centres being highlighted.

Allens Croft was the Childrens Centre that most respondents had visited in the past 12 months (5.2%
or 127 respondents), followed by St Thomas (4.4% or 107 respondents) and Lillian De Lissa and
Belgravia (3.7% or 91 respondents) (Fig. 6).

Brearley Childrens Centre (0.2% or five respondents), Job Marston Childrens Centre and Community
Lodge Childrens Centre (both 0.1% or three respondents respectively) were the centres that
respondents had visited least in the past 12 months.

One respondent reported to have visited all 64 Childrens Centres in the city.

Figure 6: Childrens Centre Visits and Respondent Preference

%
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Four Oaks Childrens Centre was the most preferred centre that had been visited in the past 12 months

(5.7% or 66 respondents), closely followed by Bordesley Green East Childrens Centre (5.5% or 63
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respondents), Allens Croft Childrens Centre (5.4% or 62 respondents) and Lilian De Lissa and Belgravia
(5.3% or 61 respondents).

The least preferred centre of those visited in the past 12 months was Wychall Primary School
Childrens Centre (0% or 0 respondents) despite being visited by 25 respondents in the same period.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked what they liked about their preferred Childrens Centre. Table 8 shows the
responses by key group identifiers.

Table 8: Responses to Question 10 by key group identifier
Close to Close to Close to Parking Convenient Services lwreity
home el shops facilities bus route rovided LT Rrhey el
Who College P P here
No. % No. | % No. | % | No. | % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. %
Zifr';té ] 1,031 | 38.1| 166 | 6.1 | 157 | 5.8 | 184 | 6.8 | 144 | 53| 763 | 282 | 41| 15| 217 | 80| 2,703 | 814
Staff/
. 52 | 233 19 | 85 14 | 6.3 16 | 7.2 14 6.3 61| 274 38 | 17.0 91| 4.0 223 6.7
Professional
All Others 125 | 31.6 26 | 6.6 28 | 7.1 32 | 8.1 33 83 | 105 | 26.5 18 4.5 28 | 7.1 396 11.9
Total 1,208 | 36.4 | 211 | 64| 199 | 6.0 | 232 | 7.0 191 5.7 | 929 | 28.0 97 29| 254 | 7.6 | 3,322 | 100.0

Overall, respondents liked their preferred Childrens Centre because it was close to home (36.4%).
Looking at the groups individually, the Parent / Guardian group and the All Others group reflected the
overall pattern with 38.1% and 31.6% of respondents respectively liking their preferred Childrens
Centre for this reason (Fig. 7).

Figure 7: Proportion of responses to Question 10 by key group identifier

What is it that you like about your preferred Childrens Centre?
Other B | work/ volunteer at this centre Services provided at this centre
m On a convenient bus route Parking facilities Close to shops
Close to School/ College m Close to home
100% -
90% - —_— - —
80% -
70% -
50% - —
40%
30% -
20% -
10% -
0% -
Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional All Others
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The Staff / Professionals group liked their preferred Childrens Centre because of the Services provided
there (27.4%).

Respondents who answered ‘Other’ were asked to provide details of the reason they liked their

preferred Childrens Centre.

Many of the ‘Other’ reasons stated fitted the list provided in the consultation questionnaire such as

the services provided at the centre, or convenience of the location.

By far the most frequent ‘Other’ reason provided by respondents related to the staff in the Centres.

These responses included comments on staff friendliness and helpfulness to the invaluable support

they provide to help families cope with circumstances they experience.

Other reasons stated by at least ten respondents about why they liked their preferred Childrens

Centre included:

The benefit that the centre provided for children, such as development, interaction or support

for additional needs

The facilities

Social interaction for adults

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the services described would meet their

needs. Table 9 shows the responses by key group identifiers.

Table 9: Responses to Question 11 by key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat T\Zirt::; SoTnewhat Sfrongly Don't Know No Total
Who Agree Agree Dl Disagree Disagree Response
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. %
Parent/Guardian 534 | 35.6 260 | 17.3 | 120 | 8.0 | 129 | 8.6 | 359 | 23.9 77 5.1 23 | 1.5 |1,502 | 77.4
Staff/Professional 29 | 19.9 34 | 23.3 19 | 13.0 19 | 13.0 35| 24.0 7 4.8 3|21 146 7.5
All Others 79 | 27.1 59 | 20.2 35| 12.0 35| 12.0 47 | 16.1 20 6.8 17 | 5.8 292 | 151
Total 642 | 33.1 353 | 182 | 174 | 9.0 | 183 | 9.4 | 441 | 22.7 | 104 5.4 43 | 2.2 | 1,940 | 100.0

Overall, 51.3% of respondents indicated that they agreed that the services described in Section 7 of

the consultation booklet would meet their needs, with 33.1% strongly agreeing and 18.2% somewhat

agreeing.

The Parent / Guardian group most strongly agreed (35.6%) followed by the All Other group (27.1%)

and the Staff / Professionals group (19.9%). The latter group also had the highest proportion of

respondents who strongly disagreed (Fig. 8).
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Figure 8: Proportion of responses to Question 11 by key group identifier
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There was some uncertainty about the statement from 5.4% of respondents and 9.0% neither agreed

nor disagreed. A further 2.2% of respondents chose not to respond to this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to tell us which services they felt they would access from a list of services

outlined in section 7 of the Consultation Summary document. Table 10 shows the responses by key
group identifier.

Table 10: Responses to Question 12 by

y key group identifier

. .. Support
B 5
Health Well Baby Inforr'natlon rea_st Stay & Training Parenting Targe_t ed to access
. . . . Advice & feeding & Emp. Family Total
Who Visitor Clinic Guidance — Play S— Support S EEE/
PP PP PP Childcare
No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. % | No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/
Guardian 536 | 15.1 | 458 | 129 | 420 | 11.8 | 201 | 5.7 | 763 | 215 | 261 | 7.3 | 418 | 11.8 | 218 6.1 | 279 | 7.9 | 3,554 77.1
Staff/
Professional 45 | 11.5 35 9.0 63 16.2 26 | 6.7 57 | 14.6 36 | 9.2 52 | 13.3 47 | 12.1 29 | 74 390 8.5
All Others 85 | 12.8 70 | 10.5 | 104 | 15.6 37| 5.6 | 114 | 17.1 53 | 8.0 80 | 12.0 66 9.9 57 | 8.6 666 14.4
Total 666 | 14.4 | 563 | 12.2 | 587 12.7 | 264 | 5.7 | 934 | 20.3 | 350 | 7.6 | 550 | 11.9 | 331 7.2 | 365 | 7.9 | 4,610 | 100.0

The service that respondents felt they would most likely access from the list outlined in Section 7 was
the Stay and Play (20.3%). This was followed by Health Visitor services (14.4%) and Information,
Advice and Guidance (12.7%).
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When looking at the individual groups (Fig. 9), the services that the Parent / Guardian group felt they

would use most were:
e Stay and Play (21.5%)
e Health Visitor (15.1%)
e Well Baby Clinic (12.9%)
The Staff / Professional group felt they would use the following services:
e Information, Advice and Guidance (16.2%)
e Stay and Play (14.6%)

e Parenting Support (13.3%)

The services that the All Other group stated that they would use most were:

e Stay and Play (17.1%)
e Information, Advice and Guidance (15.6%)

e Health Visitor (12.8%)

Figure 9: Proportion of responses to Question 12 by key group identifier

Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional

Of the range of services detailed in Section 7 please tick the
services that you feel you would access.
Support to access EEE/ Childcare Targeted Family Support m Parenting Support
M Training & Emp. Support m Stay & Play Breastfeeding Support
1AG Well Baby Clinic W Health Visitor
100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60%
50% -
40%
30% -
20% -~
10% - - -
0% -

All Others

The service that received the fewest responses overall was Breastfeeding Support (5.7%). This was

also reflected within each of the individual groups.

This question did not have a comment section.
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across the city to be open between 9am and 5pm. Table 11 shows the responses by key group

identifier.

Table 11: Responses to Question 13 by key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree/ Disagree Disagree Know Response Uiz
Who 8 8 Disagree 4 g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 596 | 39.7 | 366 | 244 | 190 | 12.6 55| 3.7 | 205 | 13.6 72 | 4.8 18 | 1.2 | 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 43 | 29.5 31| 21.2 30 | 20.5 7 4.8 29 | 199 3121 31 21 146 7.5
All Others 103 | 35.3 56 | 19.2 43 | 14.7 16 | 5.5 34 | 11.6 19 | 6.5 21| 7.2 292 15.1
Total 742 | 38.2 | 453 | 23.4 263 | 13.6 78 40 | 268 | 13.8 94 | 4.8 42 | 2.2 | 1,940 | 100.0

Overall 61.6% of respondents indicated that they agreed with the proposal for service delivery

locations across the city to be open between 9am and 5pm, with 38.2% strongly agreeing and 23.4%

somewha

t agreeing.

The Parent / Guardian group most strongly agreed with this proposal (39.7%), followed by the All
Others group (35.3%) and the Staff / Professionals group (29.5%) (Fig. 10).

One in five of the respondents in the Staff / Professionals group neither agreed nor disagree with this

proposal (20.5%). This group also had the highest proportion of ‘strongly disagree’ responses (19.9%)

of all of the individual groups (13.8% overall).

Figure 10: Proportion of responses to Question 13 by key group identifier
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There was uncertainty about this proposal from 4.8% of respondents. A further 2.2% chose not to

respond to this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposal for longer opening hours

between 5pm and 8pm would improve their access to services across the city. Table 12 shows the
responses by key group identifier.

Table 12: Responses to Question 14 by key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat either Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree/ Disagree Disagree Know Response Uiz
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. %
Parent/Guardian 514 | 34.2 322 21.4 | 247 | 16.4 71| 4.7 | 256 17.0 77 | 5.1 15| 1.0 | 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 42 | 28.8 37 25.3 30 | 20.5 7| 4.8 23 15.8 5 3.4 2|14 146 7.5
All Others 100 | 34.2 64 21.9 44 | 15.1 11| 3.8 33 11.3 18 | 6.2 22 | 7.5 292 15.1
Total 656 | 33.8 423 21.8 | 321 | 16.5 89 | 4.6 | 312 16.1 | 100 | 5.2 39 | 2.0 | 1,940 | 100.0

Overall, 55.6% of respondents indicated that they agreed with the proposal that longer opening hours
between 5pm and 8pm would improve their access to services across the city, with 33.8% strongly
agreeing and 21.8% somewhat agreeing.

This proposal was most strongly agreed by both the Parent / Guardian group and the All Others group
(both 34.2% respectively) (Fig. 11).

Figure 11: Proportion of responses to Question 14 by key group identifier
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Interestingly, the Parent / Guardian group appeared the most polarised in their view as they were also

the group who most strongly disagreed with the proposal (17.0% compared to 16.1% overall).

There were 5.2% of respondents who were unsure about this proposal. A further 2.0% chose not to

respond.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed weekend opening on either a

Saturday or Sunday would improve their access to services across the city. Table 13 shows responses

by key group identifier.

Table 13: Responses to Question 15 by key group identifier

Nei

Strongly Somewhat AT Somewhat Strongly Don't No

Agree Agree Agree/ Disagree Disagree Know Response Ve
Who g g Disagree g g p

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 590 | 39.3 | 359 | 23.9 217 | 14.4 48 | 3.2 206 | 13.7 64 4.3 18 1.2 | 1,502 77.4
Staff/Professional 41 | 28.1 40 | 27.4 24 | 16.4 5| 3.4 27 | 18.5 7| 48 2 1.4 146 7.5
All Others 107 | 36.6 60 | 20.5 48 | 16.4 11| 3.8 33| 11.3 11| 3.8 22| 7.5 292 15.1
Total 738 | 38.0 | 459 | 23.7 289 | 14.9 64 | 3.3 266 | 13.7 82 4.2 42 2.2 | 1,940 | 100.0

Overall, 61.7% of respondents agreed with the proposal that weekend opening on either a Saturday or

Sunday would improve their access to services across the city, with 38.0% strongly agreeing and 23.7%

somewhat agreeing.

Figure 12: Proportion of responses to Question 15 by key group identifier
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The Parent / Guardian group most strongly agreed with this proposal (39.3%) followed by the All
Others group (36.6%) and the Staff / Professionals group (28.1%) (Fig. 12).

The latter group also had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the
proposal (18.5% compared to 13.7% overall).

There were 82 respondents (4.2%) who were unsure about this proposal. A further 2.2% of
respondents chose not to answer this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were informed that there would be additional methods for providing easy access advice
and information in the future and were asked whether they would utilise any of the options
presented. Respondents could select more than one option. Table 14 shows the responses by key
group identifier.

Table 14: Responses to Question 16 by key group identifier

Baby Check App Phone Line
Who Yes No E::;: Total Yes No :3::;: Total
No.| % |No. | % No. | % No. % No. | % No.| % |No. | % No. %
Parent/ Guardian 672 | 48.8 | 457 | 33.2 | 247 18 | 1,376 | 79.6 | 714 | 53.7 | 381 | 28.7 | 234 | 17.6 | 1,329 | 79.1
Staff/ Professional 39 | 32.2 42 | 34.7 40 | 33.1 121 7.0 69 | 60.0 28 | 24.3 18 | 15.7 115 6.8
All Others 115 | 496 | 72 (310 | 45| 194 232 | 134|136 | 574 | 59 (249 | 42| 17.7 237 | 141
Total 826 | 47.8 | 571 | 33.0 | 332 | 19.2 | 1,729 | 100.0 | 919 | 54.7 | 468 | 27.8 | 294 | 17.5 | 1,681 | 100.0
Table 14 continued:
Website
Who Yes No E::;: Total Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 920 | 65.7 | 283 | 20.2 | 198 | 14.1 | 1,401 | 789 | 185 | 78.4 | 4,291 | 79.1
Staff/Professional 88 |69.8| 20159 | 18 | 14.3 126 71| 21 8.9 383 7.1
All Others 166 | 66.7 40 | 16.1 43 | 17.3 249 14.0 30 12.7 748 13.8
Total 1,174 | 66.1 | 343 | 19.3 | 259 | 14.6 | 1,776 | 100.0 | 236 | 100.0 | 5,422 | 100.0

Overall 66.1% of respondents indicated that they would use a website for easy access advice and
information, the highest response of all of the methods listed in the consultation questionnaire.

Respondents were most uncertain about using a Baby Check App for these purposes with almost one
in five stating they didn’t know whether they would use it (19.2%).

The All Others group were most likely to use a Baby Check App. The Staff / Professionals group
indicated this would be the method they would least likely to use (Fig. 13).
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The Staff / Professionals group were most likely to use a Website and a Phone Line. Both of these
methods was least favoured by the Parent / Guardian group.

The Parent / Guardian group were most likely to use a method ‘Other’ than those listed in the
consultation questionnaire (78.4%).

Figure 13: Proportion of responses to Question 16 by key group identifier

There will be additional methods of providing you with easy
access advice and information in the future. Would you utilise
any of the following?
80.0 -
m Parent/Guardian Staff/Professional All Others
70.0 -
60.0 -
50.0 -
® 400 -
30.0 -
20.0 -
10.0 | I I I I
0.0 -
Don’t Don’t Don’t
Know Know Know
Baby Check App Phone Line Website

Respondents who answered ‘Other’ were asked to provide details of the method they would use for
easy access advice and guidance.

The majority of respondents highlighted the preference for information to be provided in person,
rather than through via another method or media.

Generally this was seen as a better option by respondents who answered ‘Other’ but this was
underpinned by a feeling that this type of contact was particularly important for parents who lacked
ICT or language skills, who experienced social isolation and / or poor mental health.

Respondents were asked which of the District proposals they would like to comment on. Respondents

could choose to comment on more than one District. There were 144 respondents who chose to
respond to all ten District proposals. Table 15 shows the responses by key group identifier.
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Table 15: Responses to Question 17 by key group identifier
District
Who Edgbaston Erdington GI::cleIn H:?"ge Ladywood Northfield
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/ Guardian 209 12.4 179 10.6 191 114 116 6.9 169 10.0 122 7.3
Staff/ Professional 15 9.6 13 8.3 15 9.6 6| 3.8 30 19.1 8| 5.1
All Others 35 11.0 31 9.8 29 9.1 20 6.3 37 11.7 26 8.2
Total 259 12.0 223 10.3 235 10.9 142 6.6 236 10.9 156 7.2
Table 15 continued:
District
Who Perry el Sutton Coldfield Yardley All Total
Barr Oak
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/ Guardian 76 4.5 151 9.0 197 11.7 | 182 10.8 90 5.4 | 1,682 78.0
Staff/ Professional 11 7.0 13 8.3 13 8.3 18 11.5 15 9.6 157 7.3
All Others 20 6.3 22 6.9 37 11.7 21 6.6 39 12.3 317 14.7
Total 107 5.0 186 8.6 247 115 | 221 10.3 | 144 6.7 | 2,156 | 100.0

Edgbaston was the most commented on District across the city (12.0%), followed by Sutton Coldfield
(11.5%), and Hall Green and Ladywood Districts (both 10.9% respectively).

Perry Barr was the District which received the least comments of all Districts (5.0%).

Figure 14: Proportion of responses to Question 17 by key group identifier
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The Parent / Guardian group was most represented in Edgbaston District (12.4%) and least
represented in Perry Barr District (4.5%) (Fig. 14).
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The Staff / Professional group was most represented in Ladywood District (19.1%) and least
represented in Hodge Hill District (3.8%).

The All Others group were most represented in All Districts (12.3%) and least represented in Perry Barr
and Hodge Hill Districts (both 6.3% respectively).

This question did not have a comment section.

The section that follows presents individual District profiles containing the responses to Questions 18,
19, 20 and 21 respectively.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for
their preferred district. Table 16 shows responses for Edgbaston District by key group identifier.

Table 16: Responses to Question 18 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly | Somewhat efther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Uil
Who g g Disagree g g P

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/ Guardian 56 | 23.7 40 | 17.0 16 6.8 11 4.7 70 | 29.7 16 6.8 0 00| 236 | 91.0
Staff/ Professional 1 6.7 1| 6.7 0 0.0 6.7 12 | 80.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 5.8
All Others 3| 86 9| 25.7 5.7 6| 17.1 11 | 31.4 11.4 0 0.0 35 13.5
Total 60 | 23.2 50 | 19.3 18 6.9 18 6.9 93 | 35.9 20 7.7 0 0.0 | 259 | 100.0

Overall the respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in
Edgbaston with only a very slight variance - 42.5% of respondents were in agreement and 42.9% of
respondents did not agree with the proposal. As such, a majority agreement was not received.

When looking at the groups individually, the Parent / Guardian group most strongly agreed with the
proposal (23.7% or 56 respondents), followed by the All Others Group (8.6% or three respondents)
and the Staff / Professionals group (6.7% or one respondent) (Fig. 15). The latter group had the
highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal (80.0% or 23
respondents).

There were 16 respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (6.8%) and four respondents from the
All Others group (11.4%) who were unsure about this proposal.
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Figure 15: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier
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The ‘No Response’ return for this question was zero — all respondents answered the question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred district. Table 17 shows
responses for Edgbaston District by key group identifier.

Table 17: Responses to Question 19 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat LA Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response el
Who g g Disagree g 4 p

No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 56 | 26.8 43 | 20.6 19 | 9.1 12 5.7 65| 31.1 14 | 6.7 0| 00| 209 80.7
Staff/Professional 2| 133 0 0.0 0| 00 0 0.0 13 | 86.7 0| 00 0| 0.0 15 5.8
All Others 4| 11.4 9| 25.7 3| 8.6 4| 114 12 | 343 3| 86 0| 0.0 35 13.5
Total 62 | 239 52| 20.1 22 | 85 16 6.2 90 | 34.7 17 | 6.6 0| 0.0 259 | 100.0

Overall, respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to access the
services that they require within Edgbaston (44.0%), with 23.9% strongly agreeing and 20.1%
somewhat agreeing. When looking at individual groups, this proposal was most strongly agreed by the
Parent / Guardian group (26.8% or 56 respondents).
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This followed by the Staff / Professional group (13.3% or two respondents) and the All Others group

(11.4% or four respondents) (Fig. 16).

Figure 16: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier
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The Staff/ Professionals group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with

the proposal (86.7% or 13 respondents).

There were 14 respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (6.7%) and three respondents from the

All Others group (8.6%) who were unsure about this proposal.

Again the ‘no response’ return for this question was zero — all respondents answered the question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their

reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 18 shows responses for Edgbaston

District by key group identifier.

Table 18: Responses to Question 20 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier

Too Far to Travel No Access via Public Transport Other Total
Who No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 75 65.8 8 7.0 31 27.2 114 74.5
Staff/Professional 11 64.7 5.9 29.4 17 11.1
All Others 13 59.1 1 4.5 8 36.4 22 14.4
Total 99 64.7 10 6.5 44 28.8 153 100.0
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Overall 64.7% of respondents who disagreed with the proposal above stated that the locations would
be too far to travel.

When looking at individual groups, this was particularly true for the Parent / Guardian group who had
the highest proportion of respondents who felt that the locations were too far to travel (65.8%) (Fig.
17). This group also had the highest proportion of respondents who felt that the locations were not
accessible via public transport (7.0%).

Figure 17: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Edgbaston District and key group identifier
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There was no overall majority agreement on the proposed service delivery locations with the
Edgbaston District however; respondents did feel positive that the locations would enable them to
access the services that they require in the area in general.

There were some concerns particularly from the Parent/ Guardian group about the distance they may
be required to travel, and how accessible any new locations may be via public transport.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for
their preferred district. Table 19 shows responses for Erdington District by key group identifier.
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Table 19: Responses to Question 18 by Erdington District and key group identifier

Neither

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Ui
Who 8 8 Disagree [ g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 47 | 26.3 31 17.3 20 | 11.2 20 | 11.2 45 | 25.1 14 | 7.8 2 1.1 | 179 80.3
Staff/Professional 2| 154 4 30.8 1 7.7 4| 30.8 2| 154 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 13 5.8
All Others 6| 194 8 25.8 4| 129 4| 129 6| 194 31| 9.7 0| 0.0 31 13.9
Total 55 | 24.7 43 19.3 25| 11.2 28 | 12.6 53| 23.8 17 | 7.6 2| 09| 223 | 100.0

Overall respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Erdington District (43.9%)
with 24.7% strongly agreeing and 19.3% somewhat agreeing.

This proposal was strongly agreed by the Parent / Guardian group (26.3% or 47 respondents), followed
by the All Others group (19.4% or six respondents) and the Staff / Professionals group (15.4% or two
respondents) (Fig. 18).

Figure 18: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Erdington District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Erdington, within the proposal?
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The Staff / Professionals group were split in their decision with an equal amount of respondents
agreeing to the proposal overall (46.2% or six respondents) as disagreeing overall (46.2% or six
respondents).

There were 14 respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (7.8%) and three respondents from the
All Others group (9.7%) who were unsure about this proposal.

There were two respondents (0.9%) who chose not to answer this question.
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations

would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 20 shows

responses for Erdington District by key group identifier.

Table 20: Responses to Question 19 by Erdington District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat erther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response ekl
Who 8 8 Disagree 8 8 P
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 52 | 29.1 31| 17.3 25 | 14.0 20 | 11.2 38 | 21.2 12 | 6.7 1| 06| 179 80.3
Staff/Professional 3] 231 3| 231 2| 154 2 154 3] 23.1 0] 0.0 0| 0.0 13 5.8
All Others 51| 16.1 9| 29.0 51| 16.1 1 3.2 8 | 25.8 3197 0| 0.0 31 13.9
Total 60 | 26.9 43 19.3 32 | 143 23 10.3 49 | 22.0 15 | 6.7 1| 0.4 | 223 | 100.0

Overall respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to access the

services that they required in Erdington (46.2%) with 26.9% of respondents strongly agreeing and

19.3% somewhat agreeing.

When looking at individual groups, the proposal was most strongly agreed by the Parent / Guardian

group (29.1% or 52 respondents), followed by the Staff / Professionals group (23.1% or three

respondents) and the All Others group (16.1% or five respondents) (Fig. 19).

The All Others group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the

proposal (25.8% or eight respondents).

Figure 19: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Erdington District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, that the proposed delivery
locations will enable you to access the services you require in

Erdington?
m No Response Don't Know m Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree
Neither Agree / Disagree Somewhat Agree | Strongly Agree
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There were 12 respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (6.7%) and three respondents from the
All Others group (9.7%) who were unsure about this proposal. One respondent chose not to answer
this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 21 shows responses for Erdington
District by key group identifier.

Table 21: Responses to Question 20 by Erdington District and key group identifier

i Too Far to Travel No AcTt:ri;ss\;i:r:ublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 43 53.1 7 8.6 31 38.3 81 81.0
Staff/Professional 33.3 0 0.0 66.7 9 9.0
All Others 70.0 0 0.0 30.0 10 10.0
Total 53 53.0 7 7.0 40 40.0 100 100.0

Overall 53.0% of respondents who disagreed with the proposal above felt that the locations would be
too far to travel. This was particularly true for the All Others group (70.0% or seven respondents) who
had the highest proportion of respondents who felt that the proposed locations would be too far to
travel (Fig. 20). The highest number of responses to this concern came from the Parent / Guardian
group (43). This group were also the only group to highlight the issue of accessibility via public
transport (8.6% or seven respondents).

Figure 20: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Erdington District and key group identifier

If you disagree with the above, please specify your reasons
(Erdington)

Other No Access via Public Transport B Too Far to Travel
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20%
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Overall there was agreement for the proposed service delivery model locations in Erdington District

and respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to access the

services that they require within the area.

Some concerns regarding the distance that respondents may need to travel to new locations were

highlighted, particularly by the All Others group and the Parent / Guardian group.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 22 shows responses for Hall Green District by key group identifier.

Table 22: Responses to Question 18 by Hall Green District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat ] Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response el
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 45 | 23.6 36 18.8 26 | 13.6 20 10.5 49 | 25.7 12 6.3 3| 16| 191 81.3
Staff/Professional 333 333 6.7 6.7 20.0 0.0 0| 0.0 15 6.4
All Others 27.6 6 20.7 4| 13.8 3 10.3 4| 13.8 13.8 0| 0.0 29 12.3
Total 58 | 24.7 47 20.0 31| 13.2 24 10.2 56 | 23.8 16 6.8 3| 1.3 | 235 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations for Hall Green

(44.7%), with 24.7% strongly agreeing and 20.0% somewhat agreeing.

Figure 21: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Hall Green District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Hall Green, within the proposal?
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The Staff / Professionals group were most supportive of the proposal with 33.3% (five respondents)
strongly agreeing (Fig. 21). This was followed by the All Others group (27.6% or eight respondents),
and the Parent / Guardian group (23.6% or 45 respondents).

The latter group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal
(25.7% or 49 respondents).

There were four respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (2.1%), one respondent from the
Stsaff / Professionals group (6.7%) and one respondent from the All Others group (3.4%) that were
unsure of the proposal. A further two respondents (0.9%) chose not to respond to this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 23 shows
responses for Hall Green District by key group identifier.

Table 23: Responses to Question 19 by Hall Green District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat D Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Ve
Who g g Disagree g g p

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 49 | 25.7 38 19.9 30 | 15.7 22 11.5 46 | 24.1 4121 2| 10| 191 81.3
Staff/Professional 4| 26.7 5| 333 0 0.0 2| 133 3| 20.0 1|67 0| 0.0 15 6.4
All Others 10 | 345 8| 27.6 3| 10.3 3| 10.3 4| 13.8 11|34 0| 0.0 29 12.3
Total 63 | 26.8 51| 21.7 33 | 14.0 27 | 115 53| 22.6 6| 2.6 2| 09| 235 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Hall Green District (48.5%), with 26.8% strongly agreeing and 21.7%
somewhat agreeing.

The All Others group were most supportive of this proposal (34.5% or ten respondents), followed by
the Staff / Professionals group (26.7% or four respondents) and the Parent / Guardian group (25.7% or
49 respondents) (Fig. 22).

The latter group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal
(24.1% or 46 respondents).

There were four respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (2.1%), one respondent from the Staff
/ Professional group (6.7%) and lonerespondent from the All Others group (3.4%) who were uncertain
about the proposal.

A further two respondents (0.9%) chose not to respond to this question.
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Figure 22: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Hall Green District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, that the proposed delivery
locations will enable you to access the services you require in Hall

Green?
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 24 shows responses for Hall Green
District by key group identifier.

Table 24: Responses to Question 20 by Hall Green District and key group identifier

g Too Far to Travel No A(.:If:::‘ss\:;tPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 57 61.3 3 3.2 33 35.5 93 85.3
Staff/Professional 50.0 1 16.7 33.3 6 5.5
All Others 6 60.0 0 0.0 40.0 10 9.2
Total 66 60.6 4 3.7 39 35.8 109 100.0

Overall 60.6% of respondents who disagreed with the proposed delivery locations, indicated that the

new locations may be too far to travel.

This was particularly true for the Parent / Guardian group (61.3% or 57 respondents). The Staff /

Professional group were concerned that the new locations may not be accessible via public transport
(16.7% or one respondent) (Fig. 23).
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Figure 23: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Hall Green District and key group identifier
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Overall there was a majority agreement with the proposed service delivery locations in Hall Green

District and respondents were positive that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to

access the services they require in the area.

Distance to travel and accessibility of new locations via public transport are a concern for some

respondents.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 25 shows responses for Hodge Hill District by key group identifier.

Table 25: Responses to Question 18 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat erther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response el
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 41 | 35.3 12 | 10.3 5 4.3 13 | 11.2 35| 30.2 10 8.6 0| 0.0 116 | 81.7
Staff/Professional 3| 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3| 50.0 0 0.0 0| 0.0 6 4.2
All Others 51| 25.0 15.0 2 | 10.0 25.0 3| 15.0 10.0 0| 0.0 20 14.1
Total 49 | 34,5 15 | 10.6 7 49 18 | 12.7 41 | 28.9 12 8.5 0| 0.0 | 142 | 100.0
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Overall respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations in Hodge Hill
District (45.1%), with 34.5% of respondents strongly agreeing and 10.6% somewhat agreeing.

The Parent / Guardian group had the highest number of respondents strongly agreeing with the
proposal (41 respondents or 35.3%) (Fig. 24).

The Staff / Professionals group were split in their support of the proposal, with 50% (three
respondents) strongly agreeing and 50% (three respondents) strongly disagreeing.

Figure 24: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Hodge Hill, within the proposal?
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There were ten respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (8.6%) and two (10.0%) from the All
Others group who were uncertain about this proposal.

The level of ‘No Response’ for this question was zero — all respondents chose to answer this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 26 shows
responses for Hodge Hill District by key group identifier.
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Table 26: Responses to Question 19 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Ui
Who 8 8 Disagree [ g P
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 40 | 345 15| 129 13 | 11.2 12 | 10.3 29 | 25.0 7 6.0 0| 00| 116 | 81.7
Staff/Professional 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 50.0 0 0.0 0| 0.0 6 4.2
All Others 4| 20.0 25.0 5.0 15.0 51| 25.0 2 | 10.0 0| 0.0 20| 141
Total 47 | 33.1 20 | 14.1 14 9.9 15 | 10.6 37 | 26.1 9 6.3 0| 0.0 | 142 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Hodge Hill District (47.2%), with 33.1% of respondents strongly

agreeing and 14.1% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

The Parent / Guardian group had the highest number of respondents who strongly agreed with the

proposal (40 respondents or 34.5%) (Fig. 25).

Again the Staff / Professionals group were split in their support of the proposal, with 50% (three

respondents) strongly agreeing and 50% (three respondents) strongly disagreeing.

Figure 25: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, that the proposed delivery
locations will enable you to access the services you require in Hodge
Hill?
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There were seven respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (6.0%) and two respondents from

the All Others group (10.0%) who were unsure of the proposal. There was zero ‘No Reponses’ — all

respondents chose to answer the question.

This question did not have a comment section.
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Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their

reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 27 shows responses for Hodge Hill

District by key group identifier.

Table 27: Responses to Question 20 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier

T Too Far to Travel No A‘_:I_Cr‘:fs‘:zrtpu')“c Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 21 51.2 2 4.9 18 43.9 41 75.9
Staff/Professional 25.0 1 25.0 50.0 7.4
All Others 6 66.7 1 11.1 2 22.2 16.7
Total 28 51.9 4 7.4 22 40.7 54 100.0

In total, 51.9% of respondents who had disagreed with the proposed delivery locations indicated that

the reason for this was the new locations may be too far to travel.

This was particularly true for the All Others group (66.7% or six respondents) and the Parent /

Guardian group (51.2%) (Fig. 26). The Staff / Professional group indicated they disagreed with the

proposal as the new locations may not be accessible via public transport (25.0% or one respondent).

Figure 26: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Hodge Hill District and key group identifier
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There was an overall majority of respondents in agreement with the proposed service delivery

locations in Hodge Hill District. Respondents agree that the proposed delivery locations would enable

them to access the services they require in the area.
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Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 28 shows responses for Ladywood District by key group identifier.

Table 28: Responses to Question 18 by Ladywood District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat erther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Uiz
Who 8 8 Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 44 | 26.0 25 | 14.8 22 | 13.0 20 | 11.8 50 | 29.6 6| 3.6 2| 12| 169 | 716
Staff/Professional 41 133 4 13.3 41 133 4 13.3 13 | 433 11 3.3 0| 0.0 30 12.7
All Others 13 | 35.1 9| 243 8.1 6 16.2 6| 16.2 0] 0.0 0| 0.0 37 15.7
Total 61 | 25.8 38 | 16.1 29 | 12.3 30 | 12.7 69 | 29.2 71 3.0 2| 0.8 | 236 | 100.0

Overall the respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in

Ladywood — 41.9% of respondents were in agreement and equally 41.9% of respondents did not agree

with the proposal. 12.3% of respondents neither agreed nor diagreed with the proposal in the area.

The All Others group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed (35.1% or 13
respondents), followed by the Parent / Guardian group (26.0% or 44 respondents), and the Staff /

Professional group (13.3% or four respondents) (Fig. 27).

The latter of those groups had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the

proposal (43.4% or 13 respondents).

Figure 27: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Ladywood District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Ladywood, within the proposal?
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There were six respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (3.6%) and one respondent from the
Staff / Professionals group (3.3%) who were unsure about this proposal. A further two respondents
chose not to answer this question (0.8%).

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 29 shows
responses for Ladywood District by key group identifier.

Table 29: Responses to Question 19 by Ladywood District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat either Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Ve
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 52 | 30.8 35 20.7 14 8.3 18 10.7 41 | 24.3 7| 4.1 2| 1.2 | 169 71.6
Staff/Professional 4| 133 4| 133 51| 16.7 4| 133 11 | 36.7 2| 6.7 0| 0.0 30 | 12.7
All Others 10 | 27.0 11 | 29.7 0 0.0 4| 10.8 11 | 29.7 1127 0| 0.0 37 15.7
Total 66 | 28.0 50 | 21.2 19 8.1 26 11.0 63 | 26.7 10 | 4.2 2| 0.8 236 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service delivery locations would enable
them to access the services that they require in Ladywood District (49.2%), with 28.0% of respondents
strongly agreeing and 21.2% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

The Parent / Guardian group had the highest proposition of respondents who were strongly
supportive (30.8% or 52 respondents), followed by the All Others group (27.0% or ten respondents)
and the Staff / Professionals group (13.3% or four respondents) (Fig. 29).

The latter group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal
(36.7% or 11 respondents) as well as the highest proportion of respondents who neither agreed nor
disagreed with it (16.7% or five respondents).

There were seven respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (4.1%), two respondents from the
Staff / Professional group (6.7%) and one respondent from the All Others group (2.7%) who were
unsure about the proposal.

A further two respondents provided No Response to this question (0.8%).
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Figure 29: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Ladywood District and key group identifier
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their

reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 30 shows responses for Ladywood

District by key group identifier.

Table 30: Responses to Question 20 by Ladywood District and key group identifier

g Too Far to Travel No At.:lf:::‘ss\;ijrtPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 64 73.6 2 2.3 21 24.1 87 70.7
Staff/Professional 13 68.4 1 5.3 5 26.3 19 15.4
All Others 13 76.5 0 0.0 5 29.4 17 13.8
Total 90 73.2 3 2.4 31 25.2 123 100.0

Almost three quarters of respondents that had prevously disagreed with the proposed service

locations, indicated they had done so because the new locations may be too far to travel (73.2%).

This was particuarly true for the All Others group (76.5% or 13 respondents), followed by the Parent /

Guardian group (73.6% or 64 respondents) and the Staff / Professional group (68.4% or 13

respondents) (Fig. 30).
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Figure 30: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Ladywood District and key group identifier
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There was no overall majority agreement on the proposed service delivery locations with the

Ladywood District however; respondents did agree that the proposed delivery locations would enable

them to access the services that they require in the area.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 31 shows responses for Northfield District by key group identifier.

Table 31: Responses to Question 18 by

y Northfield District and key

group identifier

Strongly Somewhat B Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response peta
Who g g Disagree g g p

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 16 | 13.1 20 | 16.4 11 9.0 19 | 15.6 44 | 36.1 10 8.2 2| 16| 122 | 78.2
Staff/Professional 1| 125 37.5 0.0 1| 125 25.0 12.5 0| 0.0 8 5.1
All Others 1 3.8 6| 23.1 23.1 6| 23.1 6| 23.1 0 0.0 1| 3.8 26 | 16.7
Total 18 | 115 29 | 18.6 17 | 10.9 26 | 16.7 52 | 33.3 11 7.1 3| 1.9 | 156 | 100.0

Overall 30.1% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations for Northfield, with

11.5% of respondents strongly agreeing and 18.6% of respondents somewhat agreeing.
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A majority agreement for the proposed service locations was not reached in this District.

Most supportive of the proposal were the Staff / Professional group (50% or four respondents) whilst
the Parent / Guardian group had the highest proportion of respondents who disagreed with it (51.6%
or 44 respondents) (Fig. 31).

A further 10.9% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposed service delivery
locations in this area, including 23.1% of respondents from the All Others group.

Figure 31: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Northfield District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Northfield, within the proposal?
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There were ten respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (8.2%) and one respondent from the
Staff / Professional group (12.5% who were unsure about the proposal).

A further three respondents (1.9%) chose not to respond to this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 32 shows
responses for Northfield District by key group identifier.
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Table 32: Responses to Question 19 by Northfield District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Ui
Who g g Disagree g g P

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 20 | 16.4 23 | 18.9 19 | 15.6 16 | 131 35| 28.7 7| 5.7 2| 16| 122 | 782
Staff/Professional 125 125 25.0 25.0 25.0 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 8 5.1
All Others 4 | 154 6| 23.1 4| 154 8 | 30.8 4 | 154 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 26 16.7
Total 25| 16.0 30 | 19.2 25 | 16.0 26 | 16.7 41 | 26.3 71| 4.5 2| 1.3 | 156 | 100.0

Overall, 35.3% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Northfield, with 16.0% of respondents strongly agreeing and 19.2%
of respondents somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement that the proposed locations would enable access to the services required was

not received in this District.

The Parent / Guardian had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed the proposal

(16.4% or 20 respondents) however they also had the highest majority of respondents who strongly
disagreed with the proposal (28.7% or 35 respondents) (Fig. 32).

16.0% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposal.

Figure 32: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Northfield District and key group identifier
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There were seven respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (5.7%) who indicated that they were

unsure about the proposal and a further two respondents who chose not to respond to this question

(1.3%).
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their

reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 33 shows responses for Northfield

District by key group identifier.

Table 33: Responses to Question 20 by Northfield District and key group identifier

T Too Far to Travel No Ac_:rc;s:‘ss\’l)i:rtPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 33 47.1 3 4.3 34 48.6 70 78.7
Staff/Professional 60.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 5 5.6
All Others 50.0 2 14.3 5 35.7 14 15.7
Total 43 48.3 6 6.7 40 44.9 89 100.0

Of the respondents who disagreed with the proposals, almost half indicated that this was due to the

new locations being too far to travel (48.3%).

This was particularly so for the Staff / Professional group (60.0% or three respondents) (Fig. 33). This
group also had the highest proportion of respondents who felt that the new locations were not

accessible via public transport (20.0% or one respondent).

Figure 33: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Northfield District and key group identifier
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A majority agreement was not received for the proposed service delivery locations in Northfield
District and respondents did not feel that the delivery locations would enable them to access the
services that they required in the area.

Overall, Northfield District proposal received the lowest level of agreement of all of the District
proposals.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for
their preferred district. Table 34 shows responses for Perry Barr District by key group identifier.

Table 34: Responses to Question 18 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat A;I'eee/r Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Who Agree Agree e Disagree Disagree Know Response

Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No.

%

Parent/Guardian 25| 32.9 19 | 25.0 13 | 171

7.9 11 | 145 2.6

0.0 76 | 71.0

All Others 1 5.0 8 | 40.0 4| 20.0

15.0 2| 10.0 5.0

5.0 20 | 18.7

Total

6 2 0

Staff/Professional 1 9.1 6 | 54.5 2| 18.2 0 0.0 2| 18.2 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 11 10.3
3 1 1
9 3 1

27 | 25.2 33 | 30.8 19 | 17.8 8.4 15 | 14.0 2.8

0.9 | 107 | 100.0

Overall, respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations in Perry Barr
(56.1%), with a quarter of respondents (25.2%) strongly agreeing and almost a third of respondents
(30.8%) somewhat agreeing.

This was the highest level of agreement received by any of the District proposals in terms of service
delivery locations.

The Parent / Guardian group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with the
proposal (32.9% or 25 respondents) with the Staff / Professionals having the highest proportion of
respondents who somewhat agreed (54.5% or six respondents) (Fig. 34).

The latter group also had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the
proposal (18.2% or two respondents).

Overall, 17.8% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed and 2.8% were unsure about the
proposal. One respondent chose not to answer this question (0.9%).

50




Birmingham
City Council

X 4

Figure 34: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 35 shows
responses for Perry Barr District by key group identifier.

Table 35: Responses to Question 19 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat efther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response gete)
Who g g Disagree g g P
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 28 | 36.8 22 | 28.9 11 | 145 9.2 7 9.2 1 1.3 0| 0.0 76 71.0
Staff/Professional 18.2 54.5 1 9.1 0 0.0 18.2 0 0.0 0| 0.0 11 10.3
All Others 10.0 40.0 1 5.0 15.0 3| 15.0 2 | 10.0 1] 5.0 20 18.7
Total 32| 299 36 | 33.6 13 | 12.1 10 9.3 12 | 11.2 3 2.8 1| 09| 107 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed delivery locations in Perry Barr would
enable them to access the services they require (63.6%), with 29.9% strongly agreeing and 33.6%
somewhat agreeing. This was the highest level of agreement received by any of the District proposals
in terms of accessibility.

The Parent / Guardian group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with the
proposal (36.8% or 28 respondents) (Fig. 35).
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The Staff / Professionals group most strongly disagreed (18.2% or two respondents).

12.1% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposal, the majority of which were

respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (14.5% or 11 respondents).

Figure 35: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier
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There was uncertainty with the proposal from 2.8% of respondents and a further 0.9% of respondents

chose not to answer the question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their

reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 36 shows responses for Perry Barr

District by key group identifier.

Table 36: Responses to Question 20 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier

g Too Far to Travel No A‘:;fs:trtpumic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 14 58.3 1 4.2 9 37.5 24 68.6
Staff/Professional 60.0 0 0.0 40.0 14.3
All Others 100.0 1 16.7 0.0 17.1
Total 23 65.7 2 5.7 11 31.4 35 100.0

The majority of respondents who disagreed with the proposed locations indicated that they had done

so because they felt the locations were too far to travel (65.7%) (Fig. 36).
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Figure 36: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Perry Barr District and key group identifier
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There was strong agreement for the proposed service delivery locations within the Perry Barr District

proposal and almost two thirds of respondents agreed that the proposed locations would enable them

to access the services they require within the area.

Overall, Perry Barr District proposal received the strongest support of all of the District proposals.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 37 shows responses for Selly Oak District by key group identifier.

Table 37: Responses to Question 18 by

y Selly Oak District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat erther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response peta
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 23 | 15.2 41 | 27.2 16 | 10.6 16 | 10.6 47 | 31.1 6| 4.0 2| 13| 151 | 81.2
Staff/Professional 2| 154 30.8 7.7 7.7 51| 385 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 13 7.0
All Others 3| 13.6 22.7 5| 22.7 4| 18.2 51| 22.7 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 22 11.8
Total 28 | 15.1 50 | 26.9 22 | 11.8 21 | 113 57 | 30.6 6| 3.2 2| 1.1 | 186 | 100.0
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Overall respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in Selly
Oak — 41.9% of respondents were in agreement and equally 41.9% of respondents did not agree with
the proposal. 11.8% of respondents neither agreed nor diagreed with the proposal in the area. As such
a majority agreement was not received on this proposal.

The Staff / Professionals group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with
the proposal (15.4% or two respondents) followed by the Parent / Guardian group (15.2% or 23
respondents) (Fig. 37).

The Staff / Professionals group also had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed
with the proposal (38.5% or five respondents).

Figure 37: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Selly Oak District and key group identifier
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There was six respondents from the Parent / Guardian group (4.0%) who were uncertain about the
proposal (3.2% overall). A further two respondents chose not to answer the question (1.1%).

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 38 shows
responses for Selly Oak District by key group identifier.
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Table 38: Responses to Question 19 by Selly Oak District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Uiz
Who 8 8 Disagree 8 8 p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 26 | 17.2 41 | 27.2 21 | 13.9 15 9.9 40 | 26.5 7| 4.6 1| 07| 151 | 81.2
Staff/Professional 3] 231 3] 231 1 7.7 1 7.7 51| 38.5 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 13 7.0
All Others 51 22.7 6| 27.3 31| 13.6 3| 136 4| 18.2 1| 45 0| 0.0 22| 11.8
Total 34 | 18.3 50 | 26.9 25 | 134 19 | 10.2 49 | 26.3 8| 4.3 1| 05| 186 | 100.0

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service delivery locations in Selly Oak
would enable them to access the services that they need (45.2%), with 18.3% of respondents strongl
agreeing and 26.9% somewhat agreeing.

The Staff / Professional group was most supportive of the proposal with 46.2% of respondents in the
group in agreement overall (Fig. 38). This group also had the highest proportion of respondents who
most strongly agreed with the proposal (23.1% or three respondents).

Interestingly, this group also had the highest proportion of respondents who disagreed with the
proposal, both overall 46.2% and most strongly (38.5% or five respondents).

13.4% of respondents in this District neither agreed or disagreed with the proposal.

Figure 38: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Selly Oak District and key group identifier
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There were 4.3% of respondents who were unsure about this proposal and a further 0.5% who chose

not to answer the question.
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 39 shows responses for Selly Oak
District by key group identifier.

Table 39: Responses to Question 20 by Selly Oak District and key group identifier

T Too Far to Travel No Ac_:rc;s:‘ss\’l)i:rtPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 44 54.3 4 4.9 33 40.7 81 88.0
Staff/Professional 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 5 5.4
All Others 3 50.0 0 0.0 3 50.0 6 6.5
Total 49 53.3 5 5.4 38 41.3 92 100.0

The majority of respondents who disagreed with the proposal indicated that they did so because they
felt the new locations were too far to travel (53.5%). This was particularly true for the Parent /
Guardian group (54.3%) (Fig. 39).

Figure 39: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Selly Oak District and key group identifier
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There was no overall majority agreement on the proposed service delivery locations with the Selly Oak
District however; respondents did agree that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services that they require in the area.
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Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for

their preferred district. Table 40 shows responses for Sutton Coldfield District by key group identifier.

Table 40: Responses to Question 18 by

y Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat efther Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response Uiz
Who 8 8 Disagree 8 g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 30 | 15.2 27 | 13.7 20 | 10.2 50 | 25.4 57 | 28.9 12 | 6.1 1| 05| 197 | 80.1
Staff/Professional 25.0 25.0 16.7 25.0 1 8.3 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 12 4.9
All Others 8| 21.6 13.5 6| 16.2 6 16.2 11 | 29.7 2.7 0| 0.0 37 15.0
Total 41 | 16.7 35| 14.2 28 | 11.4 59 | 24.0 69 | 28.0 13 | 5.3 1| 04| 246 | 100.0

Overall 30.9% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Sutton Coldfield,

with 16.7% strongly agreeing and 14.2% somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement with the proposed service delivery locations was not received for this District.

The Staff / Professionals group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with

the proposal (25.0% or three respondents), followed by the All Others group (21.6% or eight

respondents) (Fig.40).

Figure 40: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier
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The All Others group also had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the

proposed service delivery locations (29.7% or 11 respondents) but it was the Parent / Guardian group
who most disagreed with the proposal overall (54.3%).

11.4% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposal and 5.4% were unsure.
There was one respondent who chose not to answer this question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 41 shows
responses for Sutton Coldfield District by key group identifier.

Table 41: Responses to Question 19 by Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat either Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response L
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 35| 17.8 36 | 18.3 21 | 10.7 39 | 19.8 56 | 28.4 91| 4.6 1| 05| 197 79.8
Staff/Professional 15.4 30.8 23.1 1 7.7 3| 231 0] 0.0 0| 0.0 13 5.3
All Others 8| 216 24.3 3 8.1 1 2.7 13 | 35.1 3] 8.1 0| 0.0 37 15.0
Total 45 | 18.2 49 19.8 27 | 10.9 41 16.6 72 | 29.1 12 | 49 1| 04| 247 | 100.0

Overall 38.1% of respondents agreed that the proposed service delivery locations in Sutton Coldfield
would enable them to access the services that they require, with 18.2% strongly agreeing and 19.8%
somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement was not received for this proposal in this District.

The Staff / Professional group was the most positive about the proposal overall (46.2%) with The All
Others group having the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed (21.6% or eight
respondents) (Fig. 41).

The Parent / Guardian group were the least positive about the proposal overall (48.2%) with the All
Others group again have the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed (35.1% or 13
respondents).

10.9% of respondents in Sutton Coldfield neither agreed not disagree with the proposal.

A further 4.9% of respondents were uncertain about the proposal and one respondent chose not to
answer the question.
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Figure 41: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 42 shows responses for Sutton
Coldfield District by key group identifier.

Table 42: Responses to Question 20 by Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier

i Too Far to Travel No Ac.:lf:r:‘s:ss:i(a)\rtPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 77 56.6 5.1 52 38.2 136 83.4
Staff/Professional 3 50.0 0.0 50.0 6 3.7
All Others 11 52.4 14.3 7 33.3 21 12.9
Total 91 55.8 10 6.1 62 38.0 163 100.0

The majority of respondents that disagreed with the proposal indicated that they did so because the
proposed locations were too far to travel (55.8%). This was particularly true for the Parent/ Guardian
group (56.6%) (Fig. 42).

59




Birmingham
.' CityCo%ncil

Figure 42: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Sutton Coldfield District and key group identifier
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A majority agreement was not received for the proposed service delivery locations in Sutton Coldfield
District and respondents did not feel that the delivery locations would enable them to access the
services that they required in the area.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for
their preferred district. Table 43 shows responses for Yardley District by key group identifier.

Table 43: Responses to Question 18 by Yardley District and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat e Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response e
Who g g Disagree g g p

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 30 | 16.5 36 | 19.8 20 | 11.0 24 | 13.2 67 | 36.8 5 2.7 0| 00| 182 | 824
Staff/Professional 0 0.0 3| 16.7 2| 111 1 5.6 12 | 66.7 0 0.0 0| 0.0 18 8.1
All Others 4| 19.0 3| 143 3| 143 2 9.5 6 | 28.6 3| 14.3 0| 0.0 21 9.5
Total 34 | 154 42 | 19.0 25| 11.3 27 | 12.2 85 | 38.5 8 3.6 0| 0.0 | 221 | 100.0

Overall 34.4% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Yardley District,
with 15.4% of respondents strongly agreeing with the proposal and 19.0% somewhat agreeing.
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There was not a majority agreement to this proposal in Yardley District.

The Parent / Guardian group were the most positive about the proposal of the three groups with
36.3% of respondents in agreement overall (Fig. 43). The All Others group had the highest proportion
of respondents who strongly agreed with the proposal (19.0% or 4 respondents).

The Staff / Professionals group were the group least in agreement overall (72.2%) and were also the
group with the highest proposition of respondent who strongly disagreed with the proposal (66.7% or
12 respondents).

Figure 43: Proportion of responses to Question 18 by Yardley District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in Yardley, within the proposal?
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11.3% of respondents in Yardley District neither agreed nor disagreed with the service delivery
location proposal and 3.6% who were uncertain. The ‘No Response’ level for this question was zero —
all respondents answered.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 44 shows
responses for Yardley District by key group identifier.
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Table 44: Responses to Question 19 by Yardley District and key group identifier

Neither

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response ez
Who 8 8 Disagree 8 g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 40 | 22.0 35| 19.2 29 | 159 12 6.6 61 | 33.5 51| 2.7 0| 0.0 182 82.4
Staff/Professional 0 0.0 3| 16.7 1 5.6 1 5.6 13 | 72.2 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 18 8.1
All Others 6 | 28.6 4| 19.0 4| 19.0 0| 0.0 51| 23.8 2|95 0| 0.0 21 9.5
Total 46 | 20.8 42 | 19.0 34 | 154 13 5.9 79 | 35.7 71| 3.2 0| 0.0 221 | 100.0

Overall 39.8% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Yardley District, with 20.8% of respondents strongly agreeing and
19.0% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

There was not a majority agreement to this proposal in Yardley District.

The All Others group were the most supportive of the proposal overall (47.6%) and also had the
highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed (28.6% or 6 respondents).

The Staff / Professional group were least supportive of the proposal overall (77.8%). This group also
had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal (72.2% or 13
respondents).

15.4% of respondents in Yardley neither agreed nor disagreed with the proposal.

Figure 44: Proportion of responses to Question 19 by Yardley District and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, that the proposed delivery
locations will enable you to access the services you require in Yardley?
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3.2% of respondents in Yardley District were uncertain about the proposal.
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 45 shows responses for Yardley
District by key group identifier.

Table 45: Responses to Question 20 by Yardley District and key group identifier

T Too Far to Travel No A(_:rc;s:‘ss\’l)i:rtPublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 61 64.2 5 5.3 29 30.5 95 77.2
Staff/Professional 13 61.9 0 0.0 8 38.1 21 17.1
All Others 5 71.4 0 0.0 2 28.6 7 5.7
Total 79 64.2 5 4.1 39 31.7 123 100.0

The majority of respondents who disagreed with the proposal indicated that they did so because they
felt that the locations may be too far to travel (64.2%). This was particularly true for the All Others
group (71.4%) (Fig. 45).

Figure 45: Proportion of responses to Question 20 by Yardley District and key group identifier

If you disagree with the above, please specify your reasons
(Yardley)

Other No Access via Public Transport H Too Far to Travel
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A majority agreement was not received for the proposed service delivery locations in Yardley District
and respondents did not feel that the delivery locations would enable them to access the services that
they required in the area.
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There were 144 respondents who chose to comment on all District proposals.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the proposed service delivery location for
their preferred district. Table 46 shows responses for those who chose to comment on all District
proposals by key group identifier.

Table 46: Responses to Question 18 for All Districts and key group identifier

Neith
Strongly Somewhat A::teee/r Somewhat Strongly Don't No
A A Di Di K R
Who gree gree Disagree isagree isagree now esponse

Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

%

Parent/Guardian 17 | 18.9 10| 111 6 6.7 10| 111 29 | 32.2 18 | 20.0 0| 0.0 90 | 62.5
Staff/Professional 3| 20.0 3] 20.0 2| 13.3 3] 20.0 3| 20.0 0 0.0 1| 6.7 15| 10.4
All Others 11 | 28.2 2 5.1 6| 15.4 51 12.8 10 | 25.6 41 103 1| 26 39| 27.1
Total 31| 215 15| 104 14 9.7 18 | 12.5 42 | 29.2 22 | 15.3 2| 1.4 | 144 | 100.0

Overall 31.9% of respondents who chose to comment on all District proposals were in agreement with
the proposed service delivery locations, with one fifth (21.5%) of respondents strongly agreeing and
10.4% somewhat agreeing.

As such, there was not a majority agreement received from respondents commenting on all Districts.

The Staff / Professionals group were most positive about the proposals overall (40.0%), with the All
Others group having the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed (28.2% or 11
respondents) (Fig. 46).

The Parent / Guardian group were least positive about the proposals overall (43.3%). This group also
had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposals (32.2% or 29
respondents).

9.7% of respondents who chose to comment on all District proposals neither agreed nor disagreed
with the proposals.

This proposal (All Districts) received the highest level of uncertainty through ‘Don’t Know’ responses of
all of the District proposal options that could be commented on (15.3%). A further 1.4% of
respondents chose not to answer this question.
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Figure 46: Proportion of responses to Question 18 for All Districts and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, with the proposed
service delivery locations in All Districts, within the proposal?
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This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed that the proposed service delivery locations
would enable them to access the services they required, in their preferred District. Table 47 shows
responses for those who chose to comment on all District proposals by key group identifier.

Table 47: Responses to Question 19 for All Districts and key group identifier

Strongly Somewhat LA Somewhat Strongly Don't No
Agree Agree Agree / Disagree Disagree Know Response peta
Who g g Disagree g g p
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 21| 233 10 | 11.1 10 | 111 13 14.4 22 | 244 13 | 14.4 1| 1.1 90 62.5
Staff/Professional 20.0 2| 133 26.7 4| 26.7 1 6.7 6.7 0| 0.0 15 10.4
All Others 9| 23.1 12.8 20.5 51 10 | 25.6 4| 10.3 1| 26 39| 271
Total 33| 229 17 | 11.8 22 | 15.3 19 | 13.2 33| 229 18 | 12.5 2| 1.4 | 144 | 100.0

Overall 34.7% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access services that they require across all Districts, with 22.9% of respondents strongly agreeing and
11.8% somewhat agreeing. As such, a majority agreement was not received on this proposal.

Overall levels of approval were fairly consistent across each of the groups with 35.9% of the All Others
group supporting the proposal, followed closely by the Parent / Guardian group (34.4%) and the Staff/
Professional group (33.3%) (Fig. 47).
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The Parent / Guardian group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with the
proposal (23.3% or 21 respondents), only slightly more than the All Others group (23.1% or nine
respondents).

The Parent / Guardian group were least in favour of the proposal overall (38.9%) whilst the All Others
group had the highest proportion of respondents who strongly disagreed with the proposal (25.6% or
ten respondents).

15.3% of respondents for All Districts neither agreed nor disagreed that the proposed delivery
locations would enable them to access the services they require.

Figure 47: Proportion of responses to Question 19 for All Districts and key group identifier

To what extent do you agree, or disagree, that the proposed delivery
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There were 12.4% of respondents who were unsure about the proposals and a further 1.4% who
chose not to answer the question.

This question did not have a comment section.

Respondents who had expressed their disagreement to the proposals, were asked to specify their
reasons. Respondents could identify one or more reason. Table 48 shows responses for those who
chose to comment on All District proposals by key group identifier.
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Table 48: Responses to Question 20 for All Districts and key group identifier

. Too Far to Travel No A?rc;s:S\’/)i:r:’ublic Other Total
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Parent/Guardian 31 58.5 6 11.3 16 30.2 53 62.4
Staff/Professional 3 37.5 2 25.0 3 37.5 8 9.4
All Others 10 41.7 6 25.0 8 33.3 24 28.2
Total 44 51.8 14 16.5 27 31.8 85 100.0

The majority of respondents who disagreed with the proposal indicated that they had done so
because they felt that the locations proposed for All Districts may be too far to travel (51.8%). This
was particularly true for the Parent / Guardian group (58.5%) (Fig. 48).

Figure 48: Proportion of responses to Question 20 for All Districts and key group identifier

If you disagree with the above, please specify your reasons
(All Districts)
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A majority agreement was not received for the proposed service delivery locations by respondents
who chose to comment on ‘All’ District proposals. Respondents also indicated that they did not feel
that the delivery locations would enable them to access the services that they required.

Respondents were asked to identify any additional venues that they though could be used for
Childrens Community Health and Wellbeing Services in addition to those proposed earlier.

A large number of alternative venues were suggested, many of them already in use as actual Childrens
Centres or as delivery sites for Childrens Centre services.
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Over 40 of the existing Childrens Centre sites were mentioned by respondents, including those
proposed to stay fully open, those scheduled to become outreach venues and those proposed to close
in the new service delivery model. Nine of these were mentioned more than ten times each:

e Lillian de Lissa (63)

e Bordesley Green East (34)

e  Four Oaks, including its current delivery venues (23)
e Allens Croft (20)

e Lakeside (18)

e Summerfield (13)

e Anderton Park (12)

e Muath (11)

e  Merrishaw (10)

In addition to these venues, there were five key types of venue suggested by respondents as options
that could be used in the new model. Each of these venue types was mentioned more than 20 times:

Faith, such as church or mosque (63)

e Community centres or organisations, including community cafes and youth centres (62)

Health centres (37)

Schools (34)

Libraries (23)

In supporting these types of venues, respondents felt it was important that venues needed to be local,
accessible and within walking distance.

Respondents were asked whether they had any other comments or suggestions they would like to
make in response to the proposed model for the Early Years Health and Wellbeing Consultation.

A total of 842 respondents (43.4%) chose to make other comments or suggestions. Respondents who
answered “No” have been excluded.

In relation to the proposed new model, the overall tone of the responses received to this open
guestion was negative. Many respondents are clearly satisfied with the current services they
receive, particularly at the Children’s Centres. A smaller number of respondents express
scepticism that the new Early Years model is necessary; contending that the proposed restructure
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is for financial reasons and will be unable to provide the same or better services to the
community. The key concerns about the new service model are that a reduction in service
provider locations will reduce accessibility to support, and that cuts to services will have a
disproportionate impact on the most vulnerable people thereby increasing inequality in the city.
Respondents offer some practical suggestions for the new model as well as theoretical principles
to guide change, for example transparency. However, it should be noted that there is likely to be
an inherent selection bias in terms of the people who responded to this question with those who
are most aggrieved being far more likely to respond.

A number of key themes have been identified through a sample analysis of 500 of the responses.
These are summarised below:

Positive view of current model - Almost 45% of respondents to this question expressed a positive
view of the existing Early Years model with particular reference to local Children’s Centres. This
primarily arises from respondents being pleased with the front-line services they have received
over the years from their local providers. Users describe their local providers as welcoming, safe
and accessible, being effective support networks with a community spirit and having information
about a plethora of different issues under one roof. Respondents say that the facilities allow:
children to interact with other children and improve their social skills; parents to mix with other
parents to reduce anxiety; and elderly people to meet other people leading to reduced feelings of
isolation. Tangible examples of providers’ successes are outlined, such as children transitioning to
school well and improving their numeracy, literacy, social and emotional competencies,
individuals coming off medication through support offered and introverts making new friends.
Many respondents also highlight that their Children’s Centre was rated “outstanding” by Ofsted.
In addition, many people highlight that they have a long-term involvement with their provider and
have used centres for different needs. Members of staff are described as encouraging and warm,
as well as being very knowledgeable about the range of support and resources that can be offered
to families. Examples of effective and well-received activities include coffee afternoons, ‘Spring to
Life’, ‘Play & Stay’ sessions and breastfeeding support. Particularly notable was the frequency of
respondents who stated that these providers supported them through challenging periods of their
lives, i.e. during post-natal depression, raising disabled children, dealing with own disabilities and
during old age. Many respondents felt that their centres provided invaluable support when going
through the long process of diagnosing their child’s developmental issues, facilitating them to
navigate complex systems involving GPs, speech and language therapists and others.
Correspondingly, many responses contained highly emotive language, with respondents often
referring to their local service provider by name and asking not to close it, describing their feelings
as ‘sad’, ‘disappointed’ and ‘angry’.

Scepticism of true reasons for change - funding versus best interests - Some people 7% of
respondents to this question, expressed the view that the new Early Years model is financially
motivated, rather than to bring health, education and social care services together and to
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improve children’s level of development at foundation stage. Some respondents felt that the
consultation on the proposed changes had not been advertised well enough, stating that they had
only found it by chance. Perhaps understandably, people who felt this way also tended to state
that they felt that expressing their views was pointless — feeling that the council has already taken
a decision and would not allow the result of the consultation to influence change.

New model reducing accessibility: transport concerns - Transport issues were cited by 13.6% of
the sample as a reason for people being opposed to the new model and the associated closures of
local providers. Many of these respondents state that current service providers are conveniently
located within walking distances to them (note that over 50% of parents/guardians walk to their
local provider at present). Accordingly, many were concerned about reduced accessibility if local
services are closed down, mainly due to not everybody having access to a car and public transport
being impractical/or expensive. Low-income groups, parents with young children, those with
disabilities and the elderly were used as examples of people who may struggle to access new
services. Some concerns were also raised about parking facilities at the new centres and whether
this would be an added expense, further hindering the most deprived from accessing these
services. The underlying expressed notion is a belief that replacing the existing providers with the
new model will be less effective because of perceived barriers to accessibility; regardless of
whether new service model is more integrated, more comprehensive and offers more holistic
support than before.

Concerns that changes will disproportionately impact most vulnerable - Another key concern
outlined by 14% of the sampled respondents is that proposed changes to Children’s Centres and
other support services may mean that deprived areas do not get the local support they need. One
reason for this concern is the transport and accessibility issues outlined previously. The other
factor is a combination of themes 1 and 2 - essentially that providers are currently doing an
excellent job at providing guidance and support for local families and that changes to this model
combined with financial cuts will mean that new services will not be able to deliver the same
range of high quality support services. Consequently concerns were raised that some of the most
vulnerable groups will be disproportionately affected by over-subscribed classes and a reduction
in activities presently offered, as they have no other feasible options to access this support,
leading to increased inequality in the city. Respondents express confusion as to why proposed
closures are in areas of high deprivation, in favour of retaining services in more affluent areas.
Some respondents voice these concerns but acknowledge that there is potential for a positive
outcome; if the centres are managed effectively with enough funds then the integration of
services could lead to an improvement in service provision.

Feedback for new structure - Many respondents voice support for the principles of the new
model; i.e. that every child should have equal access to services. Similarly, integration between
healthcare, education and social care service providers is supported. Perhaps surprisingly, many
of the sample respondents considered extended opening hours for services as being unnecessary,
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preferring local services with shorter working hours, to services provided further away but with
extended hours. In addition, enthusiasm for an increased emphasis on digital support seems
lacklustre. Respondents request a greater variety of activities catering for local needs, such as
language classes in areas characterised by high immigration. Some respondents also highlighted
that staff in current contracts should be employed in the new centres and offered appropriate
training. Respondents offered some useful comments on the principles that remodelling changes
should be built upon. Namely, that leaders driving through changes should be mindful that these
services are vital to many people’s health and wellbeing and that their effective delivery can make
a huge difference to the quality of their lives. Accordingly, views were expressed that changes
should be made with compassion for the plight of underprivileged people in the city and the
hardships they face, particularly with respect to decisions about family support, mental health
services and children’s services as well as relocation away from deprived areas. It is clear that
many respondents are satisfied with and reliant on current services and would prefer the new
model to build upon the successes of the current provision with a newfound focus on integrating
child care, health and education support, rather than starting from scratch. Respondents write
that the new model of service should be open and honest, employing staff with appropriate
gualifications and experience i.e. that a fully integrated workforce is needed for a fully integrated
service. Finally, some respondents highlight the need for clarity during the change process, i.e.
keeping the public up to date with decisions to terminate specific services, where service
locations will be, when they will open and other similar practical issues, as this will minimise
confusion and hopefully maximise engagement with new services.
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3.4 Who Responded?
Question 23: What age applies to you?

All age groups were represented in the consultation (Fig. 49). The majority of respondents fell within
the 30-34 year age range (28.9%), followed by those aged 35-39 (21.1%) and 25-29 (20.0%).

Figure 49: Which age group applies to you?
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Question 24: What is your sex?

The majority of respondents were female (86%). One in ten respondents were male (10%) (Fig. 50)

Figure 50: What is your sex?
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Only 9% of respondents stated that they had a physical or mental health condition or illness lasting or

expecting to last 12 months or more (Fig. 51).

Figure 51: Do you have any physical or mental health conditions or illness lasting or expected to last 12
months or more?

Do you have any physical or mental health conditions
or illness lasting or expected to last 12 months or
more?
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Prefer not say

The majority of respondents were heterosexual (85.2%), followed by bisexual (1.6%). A further 0.7%

of respondents were gay or lesbian (Fig. 52).

Almost one in ten respondents (9.5%) chose not to answer this question, with a further 2.7%
preferring not to disclose what their sexual orientation was.

Figure 52: What is your sexual orientation?

What is your sexual orientation?
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The majority of respondents reported that their religion or belief was Christian (32.1%). This was

closely by respondents who were Muslim (27.3%), and respondents who were of no religion or belief

(26.7%) (Fig. 53).

Figure 53: What is your religion or belief?
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Half of respondents selected White (50%) and almost a third (29%) selected Asian as their ethnic

group (Fig. 54). Respondents from Black and Mixed ethnic groups made up 8% and 4% respectively of

the total. There were 7% of respondents who chose not to answer this question.

Figure 54: What is your ethnic group?
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The Edgbaston District Consultation Event took place on Friday 30 June at Edgbaston Community
Centre.

There were 20 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e Local families
e Staff from Lillian de Lissa Children’s Centre
e Representative from Bethel Doula based in Balsall Heath.

The Edgbaston District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 3.

In addition to the District Event, Lillian De Lissa Children’s Centre held a local public meeting on site.
This meeting took place on Wednesday 12 July.

There were 45 attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:
e Local families
e Local residents
e NHS
e Optima Housing

e Staff from Lillian De Lissa Nursery School

The Erdington District Consultation Event took place on Monday 10 July at Erdington Library.
There were 20 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e Local families
e  Gateway Family Services CIC
e Spurgeons

e KIDS
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e West Midlands Police

e Birmingham Community Healthcare NHS Foundation Trust
e Heart of England NHS Foundation Trust

e Staff from Featherstone Children’s Centre

The Erdington District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 4.

In addition to the District Event, Lakeside Children’s Centre held a local public meeting on site. This
meeting took place on Wednesday 16 August.

There were seven attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:
e Local families
e Local residents
e West Midlands Police
e Staff from Children Centre in Perry Barr Locality
e Witton Lodge Community Association

e Local MP

The Hall Green District Consultation Event took place on Monday 14 August at Kings Heath Library.
There were 21 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:

e Local families

e Local residents

o Keep our NHS Public

e Health Visiting

The Hall Green District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 5.

No Children’s Centres in Hall Green District held a local public meeting on site.
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The Hodge Hill District Consultation Event took place on Thursday 13 July at The HUB.
There were 16 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e Local families
e  Family Support worker
e ESOL Teacher
e Named Safeguarding Nurse

The Hodge Hill District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 6.

No Children’s Centres in Hodge Hill District held a local public meeting on site.

The Ladywood District Consultation Event took place on Friday 28 July at Birmingham City Council
House.

There were 14 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e  Staff from Six Ways Children’s Centre
e Staff from Summerfield Children’s Centre
e  Staff from St. Thomas Children’s Centre
e EDAS Foundation

The Ladywood District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 7.

In addition to the District Event, Summerfield Children’s Centre held a local public meeting on site.
This meeting took place on Monday 17 July.

There were 30 attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:
e Local families

e Staff from Summerfield Children’s Centre
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The Northfield District Consultation Event took place on Friday 7 July at Northfield Library.
There were 25 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:

e Local families

e Local residents

e Staff from Millennium Medical Centre

e Staff from Weoley Castle Children’s Centre

e Staff from Frankley Plus Children’s Centre

e Northfield Baptist Church

e NHS

e Acacia Family Support

e Local MP

e  Gateway Family Services CIC

The Northfield District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 8.

No Children’s Centres in Northfield District held a local public meeting on site.

The Perry Barr District Consultation Event took place on Tuesday 18 July at Alexander Stadium.

There were five attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e YMCA Representatives (District Manager)
e Staff from Rookery Children’s Centre
e The Springfield Project

The Perry Barr District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 9.
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No Children’s Centres in Perry Barr District held a local public meeting on site.

The Selly Oak District Consultation Event took place on Monday 17 July at St Francis Youth and
Community Centre.

There were eight attendees at the event with the following groups / organisations represented:
e Health Visitors
e Keep Our NHS Public
e NHS
e Staff from Chinnbrook Children’s Centre
e Staff from Maypole Children’s Centre

The Selly Oak District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 10.

In addition to the District Event, there were two local public meetings held.

Allens Croft Children’s Centre

The local public meeting at Allens Croft Children’s Centre took place on Monday 17 July.
There were 40 attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:
e Local families who use services at Allens Croft Children’s Centre
e  Staff from Allens Croft Children’s Centre
e Parent Governors
e Local partners including the local Church Group
e Local Councillor

Holy Cross Church

The local public meeting at Holy Cross Church in Yardley Wood took place on Thursday 13 July.

There were seven attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:
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e Children Centre Manager
e Billesley School Governors

e Local Councillors

The Sutton Coldfield District Consultation Event took place on Tuesday 1 August at Mere Green

Community Centre.

There were 15 attendees at the event with the following groups/ organisations represented:
e Local families
e Staff from New Hall Children’s Centre
e Staff from Holland House Children’s Centre

e Staff from Four Oaks Children’s Centre

The Sutton Coldfield District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 11.

In addition to the District Event, Four Oaks Children’s Centre held a local public meeting on site. This

meeting took place on Monday 17 July.

There were more than 80 attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations

represented:

e Local families who use the services at Four Oaks Children’s Centre

e Health Visitors

e Local Councillors

The Yardley District Consultation Event took place on Wednesday 9 August at Acocks Green Library.

There were nine attendees at the event.

The Yardley District Consultation Event feedback summary can be found in Appendix 12.
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In addition to the District Event, Bordesley Green East Children’s Centre held a local public meeting on
site. This meeting took place on Friday 30 June.

There were 50 attendees at the meeting with the following groups / organisations represented:

e Local families that use services at Bordesley Green East Children’s Centre

Staff from Bordesley Green East Children’s Centre
e Parent Governors

e Local partners e.g. local School

e Local Councillors

e Local MP

81



Birmingham
.' CityCo%ncil

Poor social and emotional wellbeing in young children can lead to behaviour and developmental
problems and longer term, can impact on their health and wellbeing later through adolescence into
adulthood. It is recognised that most opportunities to close the gap in behaviour, social and
educational outcomes occur when children are preschool age. Ensuring that children (and their
families) who are most likely to experience the poorest outcomes get the help they need early on in
their lives is critical to support long lasting, positive health and wellbeing.

Responses to the consultation demonstrate that the provision of Early Years Health and Wellbeing
Services is an important issue for Citizens of Birmingham. Overall, levels of agreement to the
proposals varied across the city; some areas such as Perry Barr and Hodge Hill feeling strongly that the
proposals would meet the needs of children and families in those areas whilst other areas such as
Northfield and Yardley were less certain.

Parents held the most definitive views on the proposals whilst staff / professionals were the key
identifier group most divided in their responses (Appendix 16, Table 2). Parents were especially clear
about their views on proposals for longer opening hours and weekend opening, agreeing strongly that
these options would increase their ability to access Early Years Health and Wellbeing services.

The findings and recommendations from the consultation will now be utilised to inform the final
operating model presented to Cabinet.
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The following recommendations are being made in line with key areas of the Early Years Health and
Wellbeing Services consultation.

Agreement with the proposal to deliver the services as outlined in section 7 of the consultation
summary document (appendix 1)

Overall, 51.3% of respondents indicated that they agreed that the services described in Section 7 of
the consultation booklet would meet their needs, with 33.1% strongly agreeing and 18.2% somewhat
agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that services are delivered as outlined in Section 7 of the
consultation summary document.

Agreement with the proposal to have service delivery locations open between 9am and 5pm

Overall 61.6% of respondents indicated that they agreed with the proposal for service delivery
locations across the city to be open between 9am and 5pm, with 38.2% strongly agreeing and 23.4%
somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that service delivery locations are open between 9am
and 5pm.

Agreement with the proposal for longer opening hours between 5pm and 8pm to improve access to
services across the city

Overall, 55.6% of respondents indicated that they agreed with the proposal that longer opening hours
between 5pm and 8pm would improve their access to services across the city, with 33.8% strongly
agreeing and 21.8% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that longer hours are implemented within the new
service model to improve access to services across the city.

Agreement with the proposal for weekend opening on either a Saturday or Sunday to improve
access to services across the city

Overall, 61.7% of respondents agreed with the proposal that weekend opening on either a Saturday or
Sunday would improve their access to services across the city, with 38.0% strongly agreeing and 23.7%
somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that weekend opening on either a Saturday or Sunday is
implemented within the new service delivery model to improve access to services across the city.
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Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall the respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in
Edgbaston with only a very slight variance - 42.5% of respondents were in agreement and 42.9% of
respondents did not agree with the proposal. As such, a majority agreement was not received.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in the consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall, 44.0% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services that they require within Edgbaston, with 23.9% strongly agreeing and 20.1%
somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Edgbaston District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Erdington District (43.9%)
with 24.7% strongly agreeing and 19.3% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings it is recommended that the service delivery locations identified for
Erdington District are utilised within the new service delivery model.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to access the
services that they required in Erdington (46.2%) with 26.9% of respondents strongly agreeing and
19.3% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Erdington District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations for Hall Green
(44.7%), with 24.7% strongly agreeing and 20.0% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings it is recommended that the service delivery locations identified for Hall
Green District are utilised within the new service delivery model.
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Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Hall Green District (48.5%), with 26.8% strongly agreeing and 21.7%
somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Hall Green District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations in Hodge Hill
District (45.1%), with 34.5% of respondents strongly agreeing and 10.6% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings it is recommended that the service delivery locations identified for Hodge
Hill District are utilised within the new service delivery model.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Hodge Hill District (47.2%), with 33.1% of respondents strongly
agreeing and 14.1% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Hodge Hill District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall the respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in
Ladywood —41.9% of respondents were in agreement and equally 41.9% of respondents did not agree
with the proposal. 12.3% of respondents neither agreed nor diagreed with the proposal in the area.

As such, a majority agreement was not received for this proposal in Ladywood.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service delivery locations would enable
them to access the services that they require in Ladywood District (49.2%), with 28.0% of respondents
strongly agreeing and 21.2% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Ladywood District.
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Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall 30.1% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations for Northfield, with
11.5% of respondents strongly agreeing and 18.6% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement for the proposed service locations was not reached in this District.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall, 35.3% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Northfield, with 16.0% of respondents strongly agreeing and 19.2%
of respondents somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement that the proposed locations would enable access to the services required was
not received in this District.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall, respondents were in agreement with the proposed service delivery locations in Perry Barr
(56.1%), with a quarter of respondents (25.2%) strongly agreeing and almost a third of respondents
(30.8%) somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings it is recommended that the service delivery locations identified for Perry
Barr District are utilised within the new service delivery model.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed delivery locations in Perry Barr would
enable them to access the services they require (63.6%), with 29.9% strongly agreeing and 33.6%
somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Perry Barr District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district
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Overall respondents were split in their agreement for the proposed service delivery locations in Selly
Oak — 41.9% of respondents were in agreement and equally 41.9% of respondents did not agree with
the proposal. 11.8% of respondents neither agreed nor diagreed with the proposal in the area. As such
a majority agreement was not received on this proposal.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall respondents were in agreement that the proposed service delivery locations in Selly Oak
would enable them to access the services that they need (45.2%), with 18.3% of respondents strongly
agreeing and 26.9% somewhat agreeing.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the proposed delivery locations are accepted as
accessible options for the provision of services in Selly Oak District.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall 30.9% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Sutton Coldfield,
with 16.7% strongly agreeing and 14.2% somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement with the proposed service delivery locations was not received for this District.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall 38.1% of respondents agreed that the proposed service delivery locations in Sutton Coldfield
would enable them to access the services that they require, with 18.2% strongly agreeing and 19.8%
somewhat agreeing.

A majority agreement was not received for this proposal in this District.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall 34.4% of respondents agreed with the proposed service delivery locations in Yardley District,
with 15.4% of respondents strongly agreeing with the proposal and 19.0% somewhat agreeing.

There was not a majority agreement to this proposal in Yardley District.
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In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall 39.8% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access the services they require in Yardley District, with 20.8% of respondents strongly agreeing and
19.0% of respondents somewhat agreeing.

There was not a majority agreement to this proposal in Yardley District.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement with the proposed service delivery locations within the district

Overall 31.9% of respondents who chose to comment on all District proposals were in agreement with
the proposed service delivery locations, with one fifth (21.5%) of respondents strongly agreeing and
10.4% somewhat agreeing.

As such, there was not a majority agreement received from respondents commenting on all Districts.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.

Agreement that the proposed locations will enable access to required services within the district

Overall 34.7% of respondents agreed that the proposed delivery locations would enable them to
access services that they require across all Districts, with 22.9% of respondents strongly agreeing and
11.8% somewhat agreeing.

As such, a majority agreement was not received on this proposal.

In line with these findings, it is recommended that the delivery locations are reviewed to take account
of views expressed in consultation.
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mm—._< Years Early Years Health and
Wellbeing Consultation

Health and V

Wellbeing o

Consultation e e e e

Evary parant wants tha bast for thair chidren and Birmingham City Coundl supports

A Q l_==.m_ _ A H .h_:u:mﬂ NGA H ﬁ””ﬂﬁﬁﬂhﬂﬂlﬂJMnigzm. living in Bermingham, an equal dhanca to

W feal that, ona way that this can ba adchieved is if every child has reached a good
level of devalopmant by the tima thay start school.

19 June — 17 August 2017

The way that we deliver children’s centres,
health visiting services and parenting

Early years services offar support to familias from the poant that a child is concaivad
up until thay start school. Thesa services ana availabla to evaryone and ara a kay

support services in Birmingham is changing. companant in building haalthy and happy families.
Im.d.___m your say on _Ur.._ﬂ ﬁvﬂ.nv—unvwm_m fora Jm.r-.q Brmingham's early years sarvices offer support to around 100,000 parents and 50,000
sarvice model that will bring these services childran at any one tma.
._“D@ ethe I, for You, In your local area. Tha proposal within this consultation will not affect rursary sanices or eary education
prowsion.

2. Why do wa nead to changa sarly year's services?

‘KR Currently, fawer children in Bemingham hawe a good leval of developmant just bafora
thay start school known as the foundation stage) than the national avarage.

" Thits is becausa, in tha past, sarvicas such as health, edumtion and social cars hava not

D 1 workad wall togather and wa have baen mproving this.
'R R W have soma examplas of services that are working well togethar, providing a good
\I u sarwice, and whan this happens, mora childen do wall. Wa want to develop this
u 'BE approach, so that evary child has tha best chance of 2 good start in lifa.
: Tha funds recaived by the coundl to provida thasa services hava baen significantly

reduced, but despite this wa facl that our propesals will improve the sarvices for

hildran and families.
‘_ Birmin T—.ﬂa c
‘ _ g

A great city to grow up in City Council

2 Early ¥oars Haaith and ‘Willbaing ConsuRation
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3. What has bean done so far?

Over the last two yaars, we hava bean rathinking tha way wa dalivar support to
families and ther childran during a childs early years.

Bataaan Movamber 2015 and Fabruary 2014, wa recarvad 3,428 peopla’s viaws about
owr plans for tha future of carly years” sarvicas

W listencd to tha views of parants, professionals and othar rasidants and hava usad
thasa to design a description of tha senice wa want to provide in tha futurs (3 serice

spacification).

Wa hawa followed a formal process to decida who will lead on tha dalivary of our naw
proposed service modal and this has anabled us to award the contract for the dalivery
of thesa sarvices to Bemingham Community Haalthcars MHS Foundation Trust in
partnarship with Bamardo’s, Spurgecns Children's Chanty (Spurgeons), 5t Pauls
Community Davalopmant Trust and The Springfiald Projact.

4. What you told us during tha first consultation

3,428 1,428

people gave s their views of people wers parents of
children aged 0-5

81%

&1% of respendents s3id they supportsd a T0% s3id same senvices should be aailable o
senvice that provided equal access to services for - all and additional help to those children and
every child families whio need it most

Early Years Haalth and Weilbeing Consultation 3

Tha following servicas wara viewad to be the most important:
» High quality advice and nformation
» Halp to access sarvicas

» A renge of services to meat the needs of local dhildran

707% said parents could help bo run serdices sta  75% agreed with our proposal to deliver senvices
local lewel in the places that children and families use the
most

Peopla told us it was important to:
» Continua to delvar sarvicas of this typa in the futurs

» koap stay and play sarvices

» Maka sarvicas walcoming for all, highlighting problems with accass for dsabled
peopla and fathars, and commanting on tha imited opaning hours for working
parants

+ Find ways of batter promoting sanvicas and enable families to choosa whers and
how thay accessad tha support thay wanted

» keap tha best of tha curent sanicas and ensune that staff are wall trened and
knowledgaable

4 Early ¥Years Hoafth and'Waollbaing ConsuRation
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5. Why are wa consulting with you now?

Wa hava usad tha faedback we received, durng tha fist stage of consultation, to halp
us design cur naw proposed service modal. We now hava 2 lot more datail about
what this will maan for the way that senices are delvarad locally and we would e to
ask for your opinions on these propasals. Information is provided below about the way
Wa ara proposng to dlivar sarvicas.

&. Mext Staps in our Journay

Following tha and of this consultation on 17 August 2017 we will considar what

you have told us. Wa will listan to the comments you have made and wa will take
these into account. Using your views wa will make a moommendation to Cabinet in
September 2007 on how sanvicas will ba daliversd. Onca the Cabinat decision has
baen mada tha cutcoma will be shared with you and wa will tell you mor about how
and when services will changa. Until this paint you can contirue to access senvices 2=
usual.

7. Our proposad naw sandice modal

Wa are proposing that services are delivered across the 10 districts within tha city,
bacause we know that there are differences batwaen the neads of children and
families that va in different parts of the city. You will ba abla 1o scoess the sarvicas in
any of tha districts in locatons that ame convenient for you.

Wa are ako proposing that the number of sarvices and locations for sadh dstrict is
tailored to mect tha neads of locl parents and dhildran.

Balow, is a description of the types of sarvicas that we are proposing will be availzbla
i avery district in Birmingham. We balieve our proposals for these services would
offer parants graater flexibility and by offaring a ranga of sarvicas, in a number of
comvenient locations. at a tima that suits them.

Early ‘Years Health and ‘Wadlboing Comsuliation 5

7.1 Childran's Haalth and Wallbsing Services will offer parents access to tha
following wida renge of sanacas:

» Haahth Visitors

= Wall-baby clinics

= Information, advica and guidancs

= Braastfeading support

+ Stay and play

* Acres to training and amploymant support

= Paranting support groups and sessions

» Targated support for families that need it
» Support to access Early Education Entitlemnant and childcara

Th

Onward rafarals to other sanvices as required i.e. spaech and lnguage atc.
a lavel of sarvicas a family reccives will vary and ba raflactiva of their neads at that

time.

Children's Health and Wallbeing Sarvicas will be opan from Jam-Spm Monday to
Friday. Extendied cpaning hours from Spm-Bpm in the evaning ba avzilabla at least

onca a weak and one weakend 2 month, aithar Saturday or Sunday, whare local
parants nead and use tham most.

7.2 Childran's Community Haalth and Wallbsing Services can offer parents the full
range of sarvicas lstod baloe:

= Haahth Visitors

= Wall-baby clinics

+ Information, advice and guw wdance

= Braastfeading support

. Stay andl play

» Acces to training and amploymant suppeort

» Support to access Early Education Entitlemnant and childcara
= Tamgatad support for families that need it

= Paranting support groups and sessions

= Onward refarals to other services as required i.e. spaech and bnguage atc.

Th
in
o

ch

asa services will be dalivered on a sassional basis fi.e. threa hour weakly sassicns)
a numbsar of othar locations within tha local community. Local parants will halp
idantify comvaniant bocations for thasa sessions which could induda places ke

urchas, mosquas, community cantras or health cantras. Tha sessions will be wall

advartised and will ba held at regular times cach wack.

&

Early Woars Haaith and '‘Wellbaing ConsuRation
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7.3 Wall-baby Clinics will ba run by Haalth Visitors at a numbar of GP practices
and health centres across tha city. Thasa dinics will provida parents with additional
opportunitics to access support on a number of issuas; for axampla tha heatth and
development of babias, and children.

7.4 Easy and instant access to advice and information

W ara proposing daveloping alternative ways that parents can accass accurate advice
and information which will provida faxible and nstant access, whan and whera thay
nead it.

+ Baby Chadk App - contains 19 simpla chacks which test for different symptomes or
signs of illnass, tha app will help parents to decide whather their baby neads to visit
a doctor

+ Phona lina - a telephona helpling to provida instant advica to thosa who cannat, or
do naot naed to, traval to a cantra for help and advice. This will oparata from %am to
Spm Monday-Friday and will ba staffed by a trainad Health Visitor

+ Facabook page — providing parmnts with a useful resource of irformation with links
to the wabsite, as well as promoting n_z_u__.n hialth MESSIgEs

+ 'Wabsite - will provide information on the serices availabla for aach district as wall
as prowiding information and promioting puldic health messages

Early Years Haalth and Wailoaing Consuitation 7

8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Edgbaston

@  Chicher’y Hoalh o Wltwing Sesvices
Chichar's Cora iy Hasts 2d Wlbming Savice

W Webizaty O

W Froeomd i dow o rmatie

Doddingion Chilcrans Cantre

1 Coddingion Grove:

2 | Eayshona Chiidren Cantre Purback Trofl

3 |5t Johns Chundh Harborne: High Stract
& | Chelsicharch Haglay Road Wt

5 |5t Gammains Stay and Flay Fortiand Road

& | Harboma Eaptist Chusch Hartyorme: Park Road
7 |5t Falth and St Launenoe Chisch Exlen Road

B | Micorpood Hal Tha Circla

9 |Harboma Ly Harbouma High sract
A0 | 5t Augustine’s Housa Lytiaiion Rd

=t Boniace Chusch

Cuinton Road West

Wiorlds End Frimary School

‘Worids End Lane

Mlikebrcoi: Hail

Fledd Lang

Simingham Woman's Hospital

Mindetsobn Way

15 | Lay HIl Fcaith Cantra Halioway

16 | S@cn Cinic BabywWeigning CINiC | Samon Awnua
17 | Quinion Medical Praciios: Cuimian Lana
18 Wu_l.rl.-_ﬂ..Uﬂ._ Madic@l Canine ﬁn_._._url.- Road
1% | Harbomna Medical Conba Yiork Streat

20 | Tha Barbermy Cinkic incent Ditva
21 | Woodgate Valay POC Stavans A

22 | Four Dwellings Childsan's Centre Cuimon fivad
3 | Lilan o Lisa and Bsigravia Confra | Bcliovua
24 | Shaniay Fiaids Canba ‘Woodoock Lang

B Early ¥oars Huaith and '‘Wollbaing Consultation
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8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Erdingtan Hai

Ercingtan 5be

Exthany Pant

5t Marks Chaarch

g Mainodist Church

@ Church

Caolege Road Surgary

13 | Or M E Bhatt] Sugarny Suttoni Road

14 | Hiloe: Ty Mwickenham Raod
15 | ‘Warsan Farm Healh Canire "Wamen Farm Road
14 | Castia Vala Primary Care Centra

Stockand Groan Frimarn

18 | Eamays Childsans Centra
19 | Lakesids Thildren’s Conds
20 | Cesbornis: Thilldren's Coandsa
M | Pypa Hayes Chikdsan's Centre

Erdington

Chiciar's Haity e Weltming Savices

Chidrar's Corararity Hanh and Waltsing Servicos
|
i Propoed @ cowcr e

Earty Years Health and ‘Wallbaing Consultation ¥

8. Proposad delivery locations by district

*

Voo ]
1 | Bakall Hazth Chilidren's Canine Hiert b
2 (=pr Childronk Conine
3 | Spark Children’s Cenba
4 [ =pr [Great) Childient Canire
5 | LEie Conway Frimary
& | Lacypool School
7 | Graoelands Mursary
8 | Park Hill School
@ | St Edmunck Church
10 | Hall Graen iGospal Oak) Childsan’s Contra Recktona Farm Road
1 | Gracn Unfad Chundh Redings Lana
12 oad Frimary Cane Centra Popiar Road
13 ano Heaih Cantre. | Grantham Road
14 Salowins Lana
I
15 | Andarion Fark Chilcrans Canine d
16 | Job Marsion Children's Cenine
17 | Muzath Crildrans Canirg
18 | Park Road Childrens Conisa

10 Early Yoars Heallth and'Welbaing Consultation

Hall Green

ks it Wellsaing Sanvics

it Tty Haolh e Wallbwing Tasvics
Wby Clirke

Paopesscd i cio: o sl
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8. Proposad defivery locations by district

8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Hodge Hill

Ladywood

Chicher 3 Heat 2T Walkwsg 5o om

Chiicher Comen aniy Heatn amd Wl teing Sevioe

W Webiaby i
*

Fropomc! i chom o et
. Tricm HiEn md Wlterg Sevice

Tt Zxmmey Heat® o Walba e Sesvem

bbby Oinic
Vanues 1o be ulillsed ¥ ———

1 | Eitts Grean and Shasdl End Childsan's Centre Ridpool Road

2 | Anthony Road Childean's Centra Anthony Road

3 | Highllaid [Dryscni Gardens) Childen's Canire Hightiald Road Warmss to ba utilisad

4 | Tame: Valay Chiidren’s Canra Chillinghams: Road 1 | Bartram Chikdrens Cenire =]

5 |'Wasd End Childsens Centra (Sunshing End) ngieton Road 2 | Soho Chlkdran's Canta

& | Saitkey Wl Esing Canine BrOa0W Y Avarua 3 | Ladywood Crildean's Centra ad
7 | Community Lodga Childsans Centra ad 4 | 5 Tromas Sricrans Sanra

B | Fridmat Cantrm e 5 | Bloomsbury Children’s Cantra

- — — — - & | Braarigy Chicren's Canra Broariay STest
9 | '‘Wedcoms: Change: Community Cening Cwral Road
7 | ‘Goidan Hilkock Chiicrens Cantre Goiden Hillock Road
10 | Shard End Library Al Saink Squang, Shard End Crosant
- & | Karls Madicl Canire Waterwe o
Starbank School Tt Pl

11 | Starmark = ke Lane ® | Mewicwn Heaith Centra Malbouma Senus
12 | Blua Cross Church Coieshil Road T P T— Trinity Fad
13 | StWTHreats Community Centra Shawsdsia Road T | Amwocd Grean B ot Fiow
14 | Farnbank Medical Cenire Adum Rock Road 12 | smail Heath Mad - Grast'Wood Road
15 | Greeniaid Madical Practice Haveinok Foad Z proposed to cloes o reutilica
14 | Cvmnlz Practice, Yardioy Geocn Madicl Canire | Yardlay Grean Road 13 | Borcesiey Vilage Chiidren's Canine Emmaina Stroat
17 | ‘Washwood Heath Hoalth &'Walbaing Centra | Clodashall Road 14 | SwWays Crildran's Canta Albart Road

a o ‘..i o dosa or restilisa 15 | Summeriaid Childran's Cenbre Capa Streat
18 | Adderkey Thikdran's Cenba =t Sawviours Road
1% | ‘Washwood Hegth Chilssan's Centra Slacafeid Road

12 Early Yoars Health snd Wollbalng Consultation
Early fiears Haakh and Wallbaing Consuitation 11
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8. Proposed delivery locations by district

Morthfield

. Chicker s Heas 2 Welktwng emvom

Chiicher s Corm anity Heaty and Wl e Sevice

. Welizaby O

W Propomc o dow o e

2

3

4 | Hawksaly Community Centra

5 | Frimrosa HIl Community Projact Tawial Growg

& | Northficld Baptist Chusch Brisbol Road Scuth
7 |'Wacioy Castie Library Beckbury Road

B | Naorthfickd Manor Frimary Schoal ad
o | Hollowaykal Lay Hil

10 | 5t Gabra’s Chuech MWarsion Road

11 | Maorthficid Hasith Cenbo

12

13

4 MWanor Fark Growe
15 | Leach Health Madical Canire Laach Haath Lane
16 othodkt Church Brisbol Road Scuth
17 mary

18 |\Woodiand R :

19 | Morthficid Haaith Centre ana

20 | Millenium Medicl Cantre Castia Road
1 | Shanigy Graen Surgary Shankay Grean Lana

2z on Chilchen's Canine

3 on Camp Lana Childsen's Cantra

24 | Merrshas Children's Cantia

25 | ‘Wiaciay Castie Children’s Cantia ‘Wielay Castio Road

Early fears Heakth and ‘Wailbaing Consuitation 13

|
*

44 Early Yaars Hoalth and Wollbaing Consultation

8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Chicher 't Heas 3 Weltwisg o

Chiicher s Corm anify Healy amd sl bei o) Senices

Wnlizaby Jimc

Frooomc o Sowe o et

Wanuss to ba villsed

1 | Lima Trea fston Chikdrens Cantre

2 | Rookery Children's Contsz

3 | Bhchiigid Chikdeans Cenire

4 | oy Trea Chiidren’s Condra Graham Streat
5 (Chilicran's Cantre

& | Lowmis Micthodist Church

7 |'‘Waitiord Frimary School

28 | Anglesioy Primary Schoa

9 |'Westminsiar Primary Schaal

10 rol Primeany School

1" Community Sports Canira

12 | Tha Elm Church

13

14

15 | 51 Miarks Kingstanding Church

1& | Haathfizld Famlly Canire

17 | The Cais Medical Cantre

18 | Anch Road Primary Cane Cantre

19 | Tower Hill Fartnarship Medical Practios | 'Wiisall Road
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8. Proposad delivery locations by district 8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Sutton Coldfield

W Tickera Heatd oz Walbe g Lesvom

Chichariy Corum sty el e Walbming Senvicss
W Webiaty Cinc
*

Frooamc o cow o watie

Selly Oak
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‘Wanues o be utillsed i Chichwn's Haath ed Walteing, Sasvice
Chictrmn's Coramastty Haalth o Walkwisg Sesvcm

Early Yaars Health and '‘Wallbaing Consuitation 15

1 | Chinntwoak Children’s Cantsa Tritafor Rd
|
2 | Alans Croft Children’s Conira Alars Troft Road P P —
4 | immanaia Churoh Hall Fickarham F 1 | Mew Hall Children’s Cantra Langiay Hall Dk
5 Toss Community Canta Eaachamp Rosd 2 [ Holland House Childran’s Cantra Halland Road
& | Warstock Community Canira Diasy Fam Road E] ifigid United Ratorm Church | Brassingion Awenus
T | Tha Atk Yardiay W 4 | Emmanusl Chunch ia Grean Lana
8 | Maypale Mathodist Chusch Stadepool Fam Road 5 | stichns Chunch
0 | vardey'Wood schoa School Road & | South Parade Mathodist Chusch
10 | Marringtord Hall Marningiom Rosd 7 | Straaticy Matrodst Chuc
11 | St Bodas Churdh Erynictaks Ave 8 | Mare Groen Community Canta
12 | Broacmaadow Haalth Cantsa Kaynedl Cavart 0 | Hawthoms Surgary
13 | Chariothe B Crariotio Road 10 | Jockoy Rd Madical Canta Jookey F
14 | Saly Oai Heaith Centra Ktk Road 11 | Lay Hil Swgary Lichiaid
15 | Dnukds Haath Sugery Found finad 12 | Walmiay Haalth Cante Waimiy B
| venues propossd to dosaor reutilss | 13 | Bush Baties Crikirerss Contr Tudar Ocsa
17 | Maypale Children’s Cantsa Grendan Road 14. | Four Caks Children's Canine KRina Road
18 | Resmaacow Children’s Canira Fivar Brock Criva 15 | Tha Desnary Childen's Conta Faot Hollies Road
16 Early ¥oars Hoalth and Wallbaing Consultation




8. Proposad delivery locations by district

Yard

@ iy et Welni S
Thidran’s Zzmevunidy ot o Walteing Seatm

| R

i Propousd oo ciows or il

Public consultation events

Come along to one of our pulblic consultation events to hear about

our proposals and tell us your views:

Edgbaston

Cate: 30 June 2017

Location: Edgbaston Community
Centre

Tirne: 10:30am - 12-30pm

Erdington

Date: 10 July 2017
Location: Erdington Library
Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

Hedge= Hill

Diate: 13 July 2017

Lo<cation: The Unity Hub, Ward
End

Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

Hall Green

Date: 10 August 2017
Location: Kings Heath Librany
Tirne: 10:30mm - 12-30pm

Ladywood

Drate: 28 July 2017

Location: Birmingharm Council
House

Time: 5:00pm - 7:30pm
Morthfield

Drate: 7 July 2017

Laocation: Morthfield Library
Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

Perry Barr

Drate: 18 July 2017

Location: Alexander Stadium,
Hospitality Suite

Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

Selly Oak

Date: 17 July 2017

Location: 5t Francis Youth and
Commumity Centre

Time: ?:30am - 11:30am

Sutton Coldfield

Date: 1 August 2017

Location: Mere Green Community
Centre

Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

Yardley

Date: 9 August 2017

Location: Acocks Green Library
Time: 10:30am - 12:30pm

“fou are welcome to visit any of thess sessions regardless of where you live. Places do not hawe to be
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booked, but to confirm youwr attendance please email: earlyyears@birmingham. gowuk.
This consultation runs between 19 June and 17 August 32017,

To find owt mons and m_.._ﬁ us your wimas, please visit-

https!fwwrwebirminghambeheard. org ukfpeople-1/eyconsultation

For a printed copy of the questionnaire:
Email: earkyy ears@birmingham.gov.uk

Wanuaes o be utillsed

gham

irmin
City Council

X 4

Fox Hallkes Children’s Conta

Fot Hiollies Road

Gamutis Grean Childsan's Centra

Carrtts Geaen Lang

1

2

3 | Cakdands Fark Chidrens Caning: Eoughian Road
4 | Casls AcademyfHobmont Frimary School | 'Wash Lana

5 | Rodhil Primary Sohoo FReaxdnill Rozd

& | Soulh ardkay Ubrary Yardley Rosd

7 | Stechiond Cascaces & kisure conta Stafion Road

8 | Bikanhala Infants School Eladerhala Road
9 | Mazdway Communiy Contie haaoway

10 | Stechiosd Bapdst Thurch “Wictoels Rosd
11 | Giberstane Primary School Clylang

12 | Harwey Road Heaith Centra Harvay fioad

13 | Richmond Primary Cata Canra

Richmicnd Road

14 | Aznoes Groan Modicl Canra
Vanues propossd to doss o reutiiss

15 | Bordeskay Crean East Chiiden's Canine

‘Warwick Foad

Boroasky Grean East

Early Years Hualth and Wailbaing Consuitation 17

Phone: 0121 303 4255
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How long doas this consultation last?
This consultation starts on 19 June 2017 and ends on 17 August 2017,

How do | taka part?
You can complata tha questionnaire onling or complets a printed questionnaira by tha
daadlina.

» Complating using & computer/tablet/mobile phona
fou can completa an online questionnaira on tha Ba Heard wabsta
Visit: httpsz/fewrs birminghambehaard. org. ukfpaopla-1/ay consultation

* Complating a printed questionnaira
You can pick up a primted copy of tha questionnaire from any onae of Bemingham's
Childran’s Centras or request a copy to ba sant to you by emailing
gartyyaars@birmingham. gow.uk

* Returning your complated printad quastionnaire
Plaasa complets tha quastionnaire by 17 August and raturn it, freapost, to tha
addrazs balow:

Birmingham City Council
FREEPOST RTKR-ARHJ-AZLA
P Box 16732
Birmingham
B2 2GF
Should you have views that you wish to maka us awara of but do not wish to completa

tha full questionnaira you may cithar complata a saction or sand your viaws to us by
amail or post.

Ary quastions about this consultation?

I you hawve any quastions about this consultation pleass contact us.
Email: sarkyyaars@birmingham.gowuk

D T

11
e O

—:—u i

Birmingham
}uauﬁn#ﬂﬁnmahcﬂ_: “_ﬂ_nwﬂﬂm,:.n_
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Appendix 2: Consultation Questionnaire

Early Years

Health and | ¥ —
Wellbeing v

Questionnaire

19 June - 17 August 2017

Hawve your say...on our
proposals for a new service
model that will bring these
services together, for you, in
your local area.

Qs
180

. Birming ham
h__.mﬂuan;...__ﬁ_m._u_...r_n.._ ﬂ_ﬁ_{.._”ﬂu._x___._

Ea _ﬁ_w. Years Health and
Wellbeing Questionnaire

19 Juna — 17 August 2017

ibsyat yoar carmani servioa

The cpusmrdionn. siihin the sectics o for u o find oo e about you ared yor
e =ea of s o within Birmingham

1. Of the dmesiptiose balow, wiich kot derriben pos ick ol e anpiyl:

4 ramier =f tha gunenal skl
Facant, or quordin, of 3 child soed D5

chikdean's Cankre ataf

Friorsd or rebive of 2 uee

Lol ward councillonsar

staf mambar ! achol govermas at a Brmingam echoal
Sspransriative of 3 portrer cemanisbios. (plame ypacy Baload
Feular ol oy

Crbar i bacas oty bakest

ooOoO0oOoooaq

I Wiat e yoor pocersis or which s do you lva e (eptienall?

L Howsld i yoer poungeei chikd

T Ewip Yaan Healtd ard ‘Welleing Cumtonm s
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7. Ofall the servicen: and actvitin cfered, which are tha most imperiant i
4 Wouldyou deverits vour child s having heakib or devalopmant resds fhai wea aned pour Bamily?
wuld require sdditional sepport? -

O O sty grraps

0O w [0 weatbaty cinic
[ ceeibome [0 stayasd riy Seaiom
T . OO reesengzepe

D Macheion: zrd i onca

5. Hyowsres paent or quardias, of 3 child sged 0-5 vear old hows you seed D Crbar phocas szecty Balow)
Exrly ‘Vaarn Sarvicss?

100

0O ==
O teige =quen 1) L. Heowdo yos and vour famile soually frovel to sersices? [Bctall B apokd
D el kncee 18on't, b amevicen rormolly coma: o my homas

On ot
£ Hyoa abowva, pleoss el ur abost the servicss: yoe asd your Samily bavs sosd
o b ek 2 oo (ick all st ol

D
_H_
_H_
_H_E...E..uu.ﬂ. _H_
[ wesbbaty cliica O
[0 stayasd iy smacem O

O

O rasing sppt
D dbvice and Cwidanos

O orpaecs
[0 e phoas azach bakesy

City Council
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" | Birmingham



% Wiktich Childres's Cenbres hova vou vidhied
Tick: all #hai apehy for visied & asd one bo 0 Wikat i i ek pou B sbost pour peefemed Childres's Contee T fick ol ¢

Chidiea Deernn L Chilrees Comirma |5 | ¢ N

o bt 13 monthe, and which cna did yos prefen
iy bor your pretened canie
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Proposed new service modsl
ri i~m pa=ies wa el 2 viomE on o propossd mrves med el To keds
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Appendix 3: Edgbaston District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 4: Erdington District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 5: Hall Green District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 6: Hodge Hill District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 7: Ladywood District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary




Birmingham
" | City Counc:||

Appendix 8: Northfield District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 9: Perry Barr District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 10: Selly Oak District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 11: Sutton Coldfield District Consultation Event Feedback
Summary
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Appendix 12: Yardley District Consultation Event Feedback Summary
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Lillian de Lissa Children’s Centre - There were clear concerns from the attendees at this session about
the closure of the centre and the impact that this would have on the local children and families.
Individuals were keen to learn more information about the services, how they will be delivered in the
future and what impact this will have on them if the decision is made to close Lillian de Lissa Children’s
Centre. The parents were complimentary about the staff, the support they receive and how these
services are invaluable in enabling them to parent well. Services should be delivered face to face by
people families know and who also know them.

Lakeside Children’s Centre — concerns heard from families, Councillors, MP and local community
organisation about the loss of the services delivered from Lakeside. There are no alternative services
available within the local area for families to access. This is an increasingly hard to engage community
but through the families attending the services they are also supported to engage with other support
services through the centre. Services delivered from the centre are a lifeline to families and do
support parents to develop their ability to parent and overcome issues.

Bertram Children’s Centre — the parents were pleased that services would be retained at this centre,
but raised concerns about families and children from deprived communities and how they will be
supported to access the services. There was a strong voice heard about services for children with
disabilities such as sensory groups and the provision of short breaks which are currently arranged and
delivered by the Children’s Centre. Alternative methods of service delivery are encouraged although
parents wanted to make it clear that an app cannot replace face to face contact, support from
someone that you have built a relationship up with.

Summerfield Children’s Centre — parents were concerned about how they would access services in the
future especially given the level of deprivation and poverty within the local community. Families felt
that the cost of travelling of alternative venues would limit their access to services in the future.

Allens Croft Children’s Centre — Parents spoke about the valuable support that they had received via
Allenscroft Children’s Centre. They were concerned that an outstanding service was proposed to be
reduced and felt unclear about what would be available to them in the future. They expressed concern
that the consultation did not provide enough information on the future community locations in their
area for them to decide.
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Four Oaks — parents were concerned over the services locations proposed for their area, they felt that
the current virtual model met their needs well, providing a vast array of services in the local
community. Local families felt that they information contained within the consultation documents
were difficult to understand and parents were not able to understand the rationale for the decisions
that had been made. Parents really value the relationship with staff in the local area and that those
staff also know their children they are keen not to lose services in this area.

Bordesley Green East Children’s — parents felt strongly about the level of services that they receive
from the staff within the centre and the relationships that they have developed. Concerns about
where and how they access services in the future were raised. Although parents were pleased that
the reach area was being removed from services allowing them more choice and flexibility in accessing
services in the future. With the close of the Meadway parents were keen to see Bordesley Green East
included in its place.
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Table I: Summary of District Responses to Service Location Proposals — All Respondents (n=1,940)

District Agreement for Service Delivery Agreement that Locations would enable
Proposal Locations Access
Edgbaston Split Yes
Erdington Yes Yes
Hall Green Yes Yes
Hodge Hill Yes Yes
Ladywood Split Yes
Northfield

Perry Barr Yes Yes
Selly Oak Split Yes
Sutton Coldfield

Yardley

Table 2: Summary of District Responses to Service Location Proposals by Parent / Guardian Key
Identifier (n=1,502)

District Agreement for Service Delivery Agreement that Locations would enable
Proposal Locations Access

Edgbaston Yes Yes

Erdington Yes Yes

Hall Green Yes Yes

Hodge Hill Yes Yes

Ladywood Yes

Northfield

Perry Barr Yes Yes
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Selly Oak

Sutton Coldfield

Yardley

Yes

Table 3 — Summary of District Responses to Service Location Proposals by Staff / Professionals Key

Identifier (n=146)

District Proposal

Agreement for Service Delivery
Locations

Agreement that Locations would enable
Access

Erdington Split Yes
Hall Green Yes Yes
Hodge Hill Split Split
Ladywood

Northfield Yes

Perry Barr Yes

Selly Oak Split Split

Sutton Coldfield

Yardley

Yes Yes

Table 4 — Summary of District Responses to Service Location Proposals by Others Key Identifier

(n=292)

District Proposal

Agreement for Service Delivery

Agreement that Locations would enable

Locations Access
Erdington Yes Yes
Hall Green Yes Yes
Hodge Hill Split Yes
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Ladywood Yes Yes
Perry Barr Yes Yes

Selly Oak Yes

Sutton Coldfield Yes

Yardley Yes

Table 5: District Responses by Key Identifier Group

Key Group Agreement for Service delivery Agreement for Accessibility of Service
Identifier Locations Locations
Yes Split No Yes Split No
Parent /
Guardian 6 0 5 8 0 3
Staff /
Professional 4 4 3 4 3 4
Others
4 1 6 9 0 2

All
respondents 4 3 4 7 0 4
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