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Executive Summary

Introduction
This consultation report is a summary of the activity and feedback on the proposals to 
reshape services for families with young children.

The 12 week consultation was undertaken from January – April 2016 following cabinet 
approval in December 2015. A series of pre- engagement sessions in September and 
October 2016 with parents, carers, professionals who work with families and other 
interested organisations informed the proposals for the revised service provision and the 
methodology for consultation. 

Methodology 
A variety of opportunities were provided by Gloucestershire County Council to provide 
feedback on the proposals. All consultation questions were available through an on line 
survey and in a consultation booklet. Easy read versions of all documentation were made 
available through children’s centres and libraries. 18 public events took place with open 
invitations to anyone interested in gathering information or giving feedback and 21 parent 
focus groups took place. 33 children of preschool and school age living in rural and urban 
areas of the county were also interviewed.

I-Pads were made available at the face to face events and support was offered to assist 
families to respond to the survey in this way. This method proved a popular method of 
engagement.
All responses and comments can be accessed at the following weblink
www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices

Responses 
656 questionnaire responses were received and 313 parents attended the focus groups, 
327 people attended the public events.

Five organisations or individuals also submitted written responses and one petition with 
566 signatures was submitted relating to proposed changes to services in an area of the 
Stroud locality. 

Equality Data
From the 656 responses we received the equality data indicated;

 91% of responses were from females
 People aged 25 - 44 provided  the majority of responses 
 85% of responses were from people who identified themselves as white/English.
 5% of responses were from people who considered themselves disabled
 65% were married or in a civil partnership.
 48% were Christian with 40% recording no religion
 21% were pregnant or had been pregnant in the last year. 78 % had been on 

maternity leave, paternity leave or adoption leave in the last year.

Further breakdown of these figures can be seen in Appendix 1.

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
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Targeted Family Support Service 
The consultation asked for feedback on whether a future targeted family support service 
should work with families where children were under five years of age or whether the age 
range should be extended to work with children up to the age of eleven.
 
87% of respondents supported the proposal for an integrated family support service for 
families and children aged 0-11 years and 80% supported a service for families with 
children aged 0-5 years. Advantages identified included better information sharing across 
agencies and opportunities for professionals to work in an integrated way providing 
continuity of care for vulnerable families. There were concerns about the dilution of early 
years’ provision, and the possibility of stigmatising families who used the service. 

Special Educational Needs and Disabilities 
77% of respondents thought that the proposed targeted family support service would have 
a positive impact on the early identification and support of children with special educational 
needs and disabilities. 12% of families who responded to the survey indicated their child 
had a special educational need or disability. 

Children and Family Hubs 
The proposal is to reconfigure children’s centres and Families First teams to provide a 
locality based support service located in and around 16 Children and Family Centres in the 
areas of greatest deprivation. The greatest number of respondents from all localities 
believed the proposed locations of the children and family hubs would have no impact or a 
positive impact on their families, although there was more support for the locations of the 
Children and Family Centres in the responses from the urban areas of Cheltenham and 
Gloucester where 60% of respondents supported the proposal. 27 % of respondents to 
this question disagreed with the proposal 

Children’s Centres 
The consultation asked for responses to the proposal to develop the other 30 children’s 
centre buildings as a network of universal services for families, including early education 
and childcare, and as bases for professionals who work with families. Agreement for the 
location of the centres ranged from 82% in Gloucester North locality to 45 % in the Stroud 
locality. 86% of respondents supported the use of buildings for early education and 
childcare, 77% for universal services for families and 86% as bases for professionals who 
work with families.

Localities 
A number of the consultation questions allowed for responses in relation to one of the 
seven locality areas namely: Cheltenham, Cotswolds, Forest of Dean, Gloucester North, 
Gloucester South, Stroud and Tewkesbury.

The questions related to the location of the Children and Family Centres, the additional 30 
children’s centres within a particular locality, and the impact this would have on the person 
who was answering the questions.

The greatest number of responses to the proposals related to the Stroud locality (18%) 
and the fewest number for the Forest of Dean (9%) There was variation in the levels of 
support for the proposals across the localities with the greatest number of concerns 
reported for the Stroud and Cotswolds proposals. Advantages identified included the 
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opportunity to enhance services delivered from the 30 children’s centre buildings to meet 
each locality’s community needs. 

Parent and Community Support Service 
64% of responses supported the proposal that a parent and community support service 
should be created to offer advice and support to schools and voluntary and community 
groups. Comments received to this question highlighted the importance of parent and 
community run provision within communities but also the need to provide professional 
support to ensure sustainability of provision. 

Expansion and Childcare Facilities 
71% agreed that existing children’s centre childcare facilities should be expanded to meet 
the government proposal to increase nursery entitlement to 30 hours for working parents 
of three and four year olds. Families highlighted the importance of being able to access 
affordable childcare to allow them to work or take up training opportunities .However many 
parents believed that government proposals to increase funded hours to 30 a week was 
too much for very young children 

Public Health Nursing 
91% strongly agreed or agreed that a high quality public health nursing service should 
continue to work closely with other services to support families. Comments were received 
from some respondents who indicated that this proposal would prevent service duplication 
and early identification of families who needed additional support. Although some 
comments implied that this was fully embedded, there were concerns expressed about the 
variation of provision across the county.

Childcare and Early Education Needs 
Families were also asked to provide feedback on their early education and childcare. 44% 
were happy with the quality of childcare they were able to access, however 42% of 
responses cited a lack of suitable childcare as a personal barrier to training or working.

Children’s Voice 
33 pre-school and school aged children in rural and urban locations were involved in a 
number of activities to collect children’s views about their early years, health and life 
opportunities and experiences. The involvement of a young person’s ambassador allowed 
the children to talk to a young person and share their views

The children thought their mothers kept them healthy and safe, helped by fathers and 
doctors and highlighted the importance of effective partnership working between early 
years providers and schools enabling effective transitions for children.  The interviews with 
children also identified potential gaps in access to dentists or opticians in urban areas as 
some children reported they had never been to the dentist or had their eye sight checked.
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Background

An Individual Cabinet Member decision in June 2015 agreed six principles as the basis for 
a consultation on future planning for services for families with young children aged 0-11 
years and authorised the Commissioning Director, Children and Families, to undertake a 
formal consultation on the proposed principles.
On advice from the Consultation Institute a decision was made by Gloucestershire County 
Council to run a series of pre-engagement sessions during September before a full 
consultation took place from January – March 2016 following Cabinet approval.
A series of events during September 2015 were used to obtain feedback on these six 
principles, identify key participants for a future consultation on options for a revised service 
and the preferred methodologies for consultation.  Barriers to participation were identified 
and solutions suggested. The full report, feedback and principles can be seen here;
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/extra/birth-11-pre-engagement
Following the presentation of the pre-engagement report to cabinet a decision took place 
on 16th December 2015 that authorised the Commissioning Director for Children and 
Families to undertake a formal consultation on the proposed options for family support 
during January to March 2016.

Introduction

This report provides the full consultation findings from the public consultation entitled, 
Reshaping of Services for Families with Young Children, undertaken between 18th January 
and 11th April 2016. The formal consultation documents can be accessed here 
www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices .
Gloucestershire County Council invited all parents, stakeholders and professionals to 
share their thoughts and experiences on the future proposals for the delivery of services 
for families with young children.
The consultation documentation provided parents with information on the history, 
development and current challenges facing the long term sustainability of Children’s 
Centres in their current format. The consultation document set out proposals for a possible 
future operating model with some key questions for parents, stakeholders and 
professionals to respond to.

Scrutiny

On Thursday 10th March 2016 an overview of the Reshaping of services for families with 
young children was presented at Scrutiny. The full minutes, and a copy of the presentation 
are available by following this link. 
http://stafftext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=12063 

The committee received a detailed presentation, from the Lead Commissioner Early 
Years, on this consultation outlining the engagement process, the proposals, and the 
headlines from feedback received so far. The Director of Children’s Services (DCS) 
informed the committee that within the context of reduced resources it was important that 

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/extra/birth-11-pre-engagement
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/extra/birth-11-pre-engagement
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/extra/birth-11-pre-engagement
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://stafftext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=12063
http://stafftext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=12063
http://stafftext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/mgAi.aspx?ID=12063
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there was a clear and consistent link between universal and targeted services; that those 
children and families most in need were able to access support; and that services were 
structured such that these families could be identified.

The committee was informed that the Ambassadors for Vulnerable Children and Young 
People have been involved in the stakeholder events with regard to ensuring that the voice 
of the child was heard and listened to within this consultation. An Ambassador was in 
attendance to enable the committee to hear first hand how this was undertaken. Members 
felt that it was clear that a lot of thought had been given as to how to engage with these 
very young children.

In the main committee members agreed that this was a positive direction of travel in that it 
was trying to make the best use of scarce resources for the benefit of those families who 
most needed them. It was important to note that this was not the view of the whole 
committee. The committee agreed that this matter should be added to its work plan in 
order to follow up on progress in due course.

Proposals for Consultation

The proposals are outlined in the commissioning plan for services for children aged 0 to 11 
years, which is a joint commissioning plan agreed with Gloucestershire Clinical 
Commissioning Group (GCCG). The plan describes how services should work together to 
improve support for families, particularly those in most need, and proposes a different way 
of delivering family support services from children’s centre buildings.

Proposal 1 – Create 16 Children and Family Centres in the county’s most deprived 
areas.

 Reconfigure Children’s Centres and Families First Plus teams to provide a locality 
based family support response service located in and around 16 Children’s and 
Family Centres.

 The service to be based in the most deprived areas or where needed to support 
vulnerable families who live in rural communities in Gloucestershire.

 These 16 Children and Family Hubs will be supplemented by additional targeted 
outreach activities for families, delivered from a wide range of community buildings.

 Family support teams and health professionals will work closely together to ensure 
families with additional needs receive the help and support they need.

 There will be further development of joined up working with Early Years providers, 
schools and Midwifery services to improve the identification, support and 
appropriate referral of vulnerable children. 
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The 16 proposed Children and Family Hubs would be based in existing Children’s Centres 
across the county.
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Proposal 2 – Develop the current network of 30 Children’s Centres for:

 Early education and childcare for families.
 Universal services for families delivered by voluntary and community groups.
 Bases for professionals from across agencies who work with families.
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Proposal 3 – Create a new Parent and Community Support Service.

The service would offer advice and support to schools and voluntary and community 
groups who wish to run universal services within Children’s Centre buildings. This would 
include early education and childcare provision.

Proposal 4 – Expand existing Children’s Centre childcare facilities.

Expand the existing Children’s Centre childcare facilities to meet government proposals to 
increase the nursery education entitlement to 30 hours a week for 3 and 4 year olds of 
working parents. Where children’s centre buildings currently have a childcare provision 
opportunities, further expansion will be considered. Early education and childcare 
delivered from any children centre building would be funded solely from Nursery Education 
Funding.
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Proposal 5 – A high quality public health nursing service will continue to work 
closely with other services that support families.

A high quality public health nursing service based on the national Healthy Child 
Programme will work closely with midwifery services and family support teams. 
Gloucestershire Care Services NHS Trust would continue to deliver a Universal Health 
Visiting Programme for families with children pre-birth to five years of age. Health Visitors 
would also support the further development of the informal support networks and groups, 
families and communities provide for themselves.

Methodology for the Consultation 
Parents and professionals across Gloucestershire were invited to take part in a 
countywide consultation to seek their views on the reshaping of services for families with 
young children. Different opportunities were provided for both parents and professionals to 
engage in the consultation process: 

 On line ‘U Engage’ Survey with paper versions available from libraries and 
Children’s Centres. An easy read version of the consultation booklet and 
commissioning plan was also available which detailed how the proposals were 
developed.

 18 public drop-in sessions across Gloucestershire.

 21 parent focus groups, for parents that currently use children’s centre services and 
those that do not. Groups included parents from a range of different socio economic 
backgrounds that included: fathers, young parents, parents with learning 
disabilities, parents with mental health difficulties, parents experiencing domestic 
abuse, parents with English as a second language. Parents new to 
Gloucestershire/children’s centre/area, parents who live in rural areas, parents with 
children with SEN/Disabilities who use a centre, parents with children with 
SEN/Disabilities who don’t use centres, parents where child protection was an 
issue, unemployed parents and working parents, grandparents and  informal carers. 

The online survey was open from 18th January - 11th April 2016. Postcards and posters 
advertising the link to the survey were made available through children’s centres, GP 
surgeries, libraries and at the face to face events.
I-pads were made available at the face to face events and support was offered to assist 
families to respond to the survey in this way. This method proved a popular method of 
engagement.
Hard copies of the survey were made available, including an ‘easy read’ version, through 
children’s centres, libraries, at the drop in events and parent/carer focus groups. Copies of 
the consultation booklet were also made available on a web link. A proportion of the 
questions were based on service provision across the county but there was also an 
opportunity to leave responses on a particular locality. 13 of the questions were free text 
where respondees could record comments. 
313 parents attended the 21 parent focus group sessions.
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33 children from 2 primary schools gave us feedback. These schools were situated in an 
urban area and a rural area across Gloucestershire.
A total of 656 questionnaire responses were received. 219 were posted and 437 were 
completed on line. The complete survey and all responses can be accessed at this 
weblink.  www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
In addition to the responses received through the survey 5 written responses from the 
following organisations and individuals were received.

Type of Feedback Date Focus of Feedback
Letter from Nailsworth Town 
Council. Signed by Myles 
Robinson Mayor of Nailsworth 
Town Council 

17/03/2016 Concerns regarding potential 
loss of services that run from 
Arkell Centre Forest Green 
Nailsworth 

Letter from Cotswolds District 
Council. Signed by Councillor 
Sue Oakley and  Diana 
Shelton Head of Leisure and 
Communities

7/04/2016 Concerns about the proposals 
for the Cotswold locality

Responses from Hill Valley and 
Vale a children centre provider 
for the Stroud locality

8/04/2016 Business plan for future 
service provision in the Stroud 
locality

Letter from Peter Lang 
Children’s Trust. Signed by 
Trust Manager Diane 
Mautterer 

29/03/2016 Particular reference to 
proposals for Stroud locality, 
information sharing and 
stigmatising of families

Petition received from 
Nailsworth Town Council

23/03/2016

566 signatures

Petition against the potential 
loss of the services provided 
by the current children’s centre 
provider at the Arkell Centre 
from April 2017

Letter from Hazel Miller Chair 
of Nailsworth Health 
Partnership 

08/04/2016 Concerns about the proposed 
changes to the support for 
families with young children at 
the Arkell Centre in Nailsworth

Methodology - who attended the public drop in events?
There were 327 attendees made up by professionals and parents living or working in the 
local area.

Locality Numbers who 
attended the event 

Cheltenham
25th January 11-2pm Cheltenham Library
18th February 10-12pm Prestbury Library
18th February 2-4pm Community Resource Centre

9
9
10

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
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Forest of Dean
28th January 2-4pm  Newent Library
22nd February 10-12pm Cinderford Library
22nd February 2-4pm Lydney Library

16
19
22

Stroud
1st February 10-12pm Stroud Subscription Rooms
16th February 10-12pm Dursley Vibe Youth Centre
16th February 2-4pm Nailsworth Town Council

9
3
30

Cotswolds
1st February 2-4pm Cirencester Library
16th March 10-12pm Moreton Town Council
16th March 2-4pm Bourton Library

12
9
5

Gloucester 
26th January 3-6pm GL1 Leisure Centre
15th February 11-2pm Eastgate Mall
15th March 2-4pm Hucclecote Library
18th March 10-12pm GL3 Community Hub

39
106
10
4

Tewkesbury
28th January 10-12 Roses Theatre
17th March 10-12pm Bishops Cleeve Library

10
15

Total Attendees 327

Methodology - who attended the parents’ focus groups?
313 parents were also involved in 21 focus group consultation events. In many cases the 
facilitators were able to contact the parents through established groups and networks and 
also revisit the groups consulted as part of the pre-engagement consultation.

Type of events attended:

Area Number of parents/carers  Type of event 
Cheltenham 45 Stay and Play & Baby Weigh 

In.
Family Time

Forest of Dean 18 Stay and Play and Baby Group
Stroud 44 SEN Group, Family Support 

Group, Dad’s Group and Stay 
and Play 

Cotswolds 23 Stay and Play x 2
Glos North 80 Baby Group, Drop in event, 
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Parents Group, Women’s 
Centre and Community Café 
Drop In

Glos South 42 Stay and Play, Baby Group and 
Bumpz to Totz

Tewkesbury 61 Toddler Group, SEN Group

Demographics of Responses

From the 656 online responses received the equality data reported;
 91% of responses were from females
 People aged 25 - 44 provided  the majority of responses 
 85% of responses were from people who identified themselves as white/English.
 5% of responses were from people who considered themselves disabled
 65% were married or in a civil partnership
 48% were Christian with 40% recording no religion
 21% were pregnant or had been pregnant in the last year. 78 % had been on 

maternity leave, paternity leave or adoption leave in the last year

Further breakdown of these figures can be seen as Appendix 1.
(NB Results from the online survey have been rounded up to whole numbers. Actual % are indicated 
by the % answer column).
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What the data tells us for Q1, Q2 & Q2a.
There were 655 responses and 22 comments received for question 1. The majority of 
responses, 38%, came from parents or carers of children under 11 years old who currently 
use a Gloucestershire County Council service provided through a children’s centre .14% of 
responses came from people who had never used a children’s centre. 
22 responses were also provided from people who identified themselves as child-minders, 
community volunteers, pre-school staff, grandparents, retired workers, private day nursery 
owners, a lecturer and a school governor. 
There were 633 responses received for question 2. The greatest number of responses, 
48%, came from families that access services through a children’s centre at least weekly.
There were 630 responses for Q2a.The greatest number of responses to the online survey 
were from users of children’s centre services in the Stroud locality(18%) with the Forest of 
Dean having the fewest  number of responses at 8%, 
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Targeted Family Support Service

What the data tells us.
516 responses were received for Q3 with 80% of responses agreeing that the targeted 
family support service should be for families with children pre-birth to 5 years. 
628 responses were received for question 3a.with 87% of responses agreeing that the 
targeted family support service should be for families with children pre-birth to 11 years. 
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What the data tells us.
There were 637 responses to Q4. 77% of respondents thought that the proposed targeted 
support service would have a positive impact on the early identification and support for 
children with special needs and disabilities.

There were also 420 comments made about the proposals to extend the age range of the 
service for children.

Themes identified from the comments on the 
advantages of a targeted family support 
service for families with children aged 0-11 
years 

Themes identified from the comments on 
the disadvantages of a targeted family 
support service for families with children 
aged 0-11 years

Better Information sharing across agencies Stigmatising for families 

Drives integrated working by professionals Dilutes early years element of provision

Supports continuity of care for families Loss of professionally run universal 
services as a way of early identification of 
families who need additional support

Fewer points of transition for families 
accessing services

Stretches limited provision across a wider 
age range of children
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Quotes taken from the online survey
 ‘As a parent I would like to see services for my family based in one place, talking to each 
other to enable me to get the best support available for my whole family’.

‘A targeted service would be available for the children and families that need it the most’

‘By extending the age range to 11 it will help parents form better relationships with 
professionals as they will work with them for longer’

‘Cuts will take away universal services that support the early identification of vulnerable 
children and their families. More families will become vulnerable and need more support 
later on’

‘Extending the age range is a good idea as long as resources are then not stretched to 
meet the needs of all children. There still needs to be a particular focus on early years’

‘The support available would meet the needs of my whole family not just for my child that 
has SEN.’

 ‘Things would be spotted sooner’

‘This joined up approach to working with pre-birth to 11 would support vulnerable families 
when a child within a family is identified as having SEN or a disability’.

Children and Family Hubs

What the data tells us.
Of the 641 responses received to this question 60% supported the proposal to create 16 
Children and Family Centres in areas of greatest deprivation across Gloucestershire and 
27% of respondents disagreed.
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A network of 30 Children’s Centres 
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What the data tells us.
From the 629 responses received there was greater consensus about the location of the 
other 30 children centres with agreement ranging from 82% in Gloucester North to 45 % in 
Stroud.

 86% strongly agree or agree that the 30 Children’s Centres should be used for early 
education and childcare.

 86% strongly agree or agree that the 30 Children’s Centres should be used for 
bases for professionals that work with families.

 77% strongly agree or agree that the 30 Children’s Centres should be used for 
other universal services run by the local community.

There were 286 comments received for Q5, Q5a, and Q5b &Q5c.

Themes identified from the comments on the 
advantages of the locations and use of the 
children centre buildings 

Themes identified from the comments on 
the disadvantages  of the locations and use 
of the children centre buildings

Co-location of professionals who work with 
families

Accessibility in rural areas

Seamless service and fewer points of 
transition for families 

Inconsistency of services if run by 
volunteers 

Local communities making decisions on 
what services they need

Loss of early identification and intervention 
through universal services

Professional support to help voluntary 
organisations 

Stigmatising for families if accessing a 
targeted provision 
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Quotes taken from the online survey
  
‘It is all very well families saying that they want to run services, but when it comes down to 
it quite often there is a failure to commit long term and so the services are run for a while 
and then fall by the wayside’.

‘Targeting areas of deprivation may appear economically sound in this era of cuts, but 
runs the risk of creating a stigmatising service far removed from the original Sure Start 
Children’s Centre ethos. A progressive universal model would be better, but not slimmed 
down to so few fully operating children’s centres’.

‘I support the idea as long as local communities have the support, funding and training, if 
needed, to offer these universal services’.

‘I think that the Children’s Centres should aim to help everyone and not just those most 
deprived’.

‘Reducing the number of centres can and will only end in more children being missed. The 
existing centres should remain with increased multi-disciplinary staffing’.

‘Having a local children’s centre helped me as a new mum in my town and we have 
created an invaluable support network for each other’.

‘Although I agree that the most deprived areas are likely to have the most need other 
families also have needs so even if the targeted support is based in the most deprived 
areas it must be available for everyone. All families sometimes struggle’.

‘I support the proposal that 30 children’s centres remain open and to be enjoyed by 
universal families as well as targeted groups’.

‘I would feel uncomfortable sharing my needs and problems with people not trained and 
that I don’t know or trust’.
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The greatest number of responses (18%) were received for the proposals for the Stroud 
locality , with the fewest number of responses 9% commenting on the proposals for the  
Forest of Dean. 14% of responses commented on the proposals for Cheltenham , 16% for 
the Cotswolds. 17% for Gloucester , 13% for Gloucester South  and 12% for Tewkesbury.

Locality Feedback - Cheltenham
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What the data tells us.

From the 105 responses received to Q7a1. 69% strongly agree or agree that the Children 
and Family Centres in Cheltenham should be at Hesters Way, Gardners Lane and 
Oakwood.

33% of respondents thought the proposal would have a positive impact however 43% 
thought the location of the children and family centre in Cheltenham would have no impact 
on them or their family.

61% agreed that Rowanfield, Up Hatherley, Charlton Kings and Leckhampton children’s 
centres should be used for early years and childcare, other universal services run by the 
local community and as bases for professionals who work with families.

28% of respondents thought the proposal would have a positive impact however 51% 
thought the proposed services at Rowanfied, Up Hatherley, Charlton Kings and 
Leckhampton in Cheltenham would have no impact on them or their family.
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Cotswolds
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What the data tells us.

From the 121 responses received, 37% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centre in the Cotswolds should be in Cirencester. However 45% strongly disagree 
or disagree with this proposal.
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30% of respondents indicated that this would have a positive impact on them or their 
family. However 46% reported that this would have a negative impact on them or their 
family. 

60% either strongly agree or agree that in the Cotswolds locality Stow, Northleach, 
Fairford and Tetbury children’s centres should be used for early years and childcare, other 
universal services run by the local community and as bases for professionals who work 
with families. 51% of respondents reported that this would have a positive impact on them 
or their family, with 28% reporting that the proposed services at Stow, Northleach, Fairford 
and Tetbury in the Cotswolds would have no impact on them or their family.

Forest of Dean
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Q7c3 To what extent do you agree with the proposals that in the Forest of 
Dean Locality Branches (Newent), Twigs, (Mitcheldean) and Leaves (Coleford) 

children’s centres will be used for early education and child care, other 
universal services run by the local community and as bases for professionals 

who work with families?
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What the data tells us.
From the 70 responses received, 60% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in the Forest of Dean should be River (Lydney) and Hilltop (Cinderford).
38% of responses reported that this would have a positive impact on them or their family; 
however 51% thought the location of the Children and Family Centres in The Forest of 
Dean would have no impact on them or their family.

67% either strongly agree or agree that in the Forest of Dean locality Branches (Newent) 
Twigs (Mitcheldean) and Leaves (Coleford) children’s centres should be used for early 
years and childcare, other universal services run by the local community and as bases for 
professionals who work with families. 36% of respondents thought the proposed services 
at Branches (Newent), Twigs (Mitcheldean) and Leaves (Coleford) would have a positive 
impact on them or their family, while 52% reported that this would have no impact on them 
or their family.
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Gloucester North
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What the data tells us.
From the 129 responses received, 84% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester North should be Bartongate (Widden site), Finlay/Tredworth 
(Finlay site) and Kingsholm. 61% of respondents thought the location of the Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester North would have a positive impact on them or their family, 
while 29% reported that this would have no impact on them or their family.

82% either strongly agreed or agreed that in Gloucester North, Elmbridge, Finlay 
(Tredworth site) and Bartongate (Hatherley site)  children’s centres should be used for 
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early years and childcare, other universal services run by the local community and as 
bases for professionals who work with families. 57% of respondents  thought that the 
proposed services at Elmbridge, Finlay(Tredworth site) and Bartongate (Hatherley site) 
would have a positive impact on them or their family, while 40% reported that this would 
have no impact on them or their family.

Gloucester South
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What the data tells us.
From the 101 responses received, 74% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester South should be The Lighthouse (Linden), The Link 

Q7e3 To what extent do you agree with the proposals that in Gloucester 
South, Quedgeley, The Compass (Coney Hill), The Link (Moat Site) and The 
Beacon children’s centres will be used for early education and childcare, 

other universal services by the local community and as bases for 
professionals who work with families?
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(Robinswood) and The Oaks (Grange). 45% of responses thought the location of the 
Children and Family Centres in Gloucester South would have a positive impact on them or 
their family, while 42% reported that this would have no impact on them or their family.

77% either strongly agree or agree that in Gloucester South, Quedgeley, The Compass 
(Coney Hill) The Link (Moat site) and The Beacon children’s centres should be used for 
early years and childcare, other universal services run by the local community and as 
bases for professionals who work with families.

49% of respondents thought the proposed services at Quedgeley, The Compass(Coney 
Hill), the Link (Moat site) and The Beacon would have a positive impact on them or their 
family, while 45% reported that this would have no impact on them or their family.

Stroud
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Q7e3 To what extent do you agree with the proposals that in Stroud, 
Fiveways, Parliament, Painswick, Nailsworth and Wotton children’s centres 

will be used for early education and childcare, other universal services by the 
local community and as bases for professionals who work with families?
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What the data tells us.
From the 136 responses received, 29% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Stroud should be The Park (Stonehouse) and Treetops. However 50% 
of responses strongly disagree or disagree with this proposal. Only 18% of responses 
thought the location of the Children and Family Centres in Stroud would have a positive 
impact on them or their family, while 32% reported that this would have no impact on them 
or their family. However 49% reported that this would have a negative impact on them or 
their family.

45% either strongly agree or agree that in Stroud Fiveways, Parliament, Painswick, 
Nailsworth and Wotton children’s centres should be used for early years and childcare, 
other universal services run by the local community and as bases for professionals who 
work with families. 39% of respondents either strongly disagree or disagree with this 
proposal.

30% of respondents thought that the proposed services at Fiveways, Parliament, 
Painswick, Nailsworth and Wotton would have a positive impact on them or their family, 
while 31% reported that this would have no impact on them or their family. However 38% 
reported that this would have a negative impact on them or their family.
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Tewkesbury
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What the data tells us.
From the 93 responses received, 40% strongly agree or agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Tewkesbury should be Noah’s Ark (York Road Priors Park) and 
Brockworth. However 42% of responses strongly disagreed or disagreed with this 
proposal. 

23% of responses thought that the proposed location of the Children and Family Centres 
in Tewkesbury would have a positive impact on them or their family, while 37% reported 
that this would have no impact on them or their family. 40% reported that this would have 
a negative impact on them or their family. 

Q7e3 To what extent do you agree with the proposals that in Tewkesbury, 
Northway/Ashchurch, Noah’s Ark (Chance Street), Jigsaw (Innsworth and 
Churchdown), Bishops Cleeve and Winchcombe children’s centres will be 

used for early education and childcare, other universal services by the local 
community and as bases for professionals who work with families?
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52% either strongly agree or agree that in Tewkesbury, Ashchurch, Northway, Noah’s Ark 
(Chance Street) Jigsaw (Innsworth and Churchdown), Bishops Cleeve and Winchcombe 
children’s centres should be used for early years and childcare, other universal services 
run by the local community and as bases for professionals who work with families.

38% of respondents thought that the proposed services at Ashchurch and Northway, 
Noah’s Ark (Chance Street), Jigsaw (Innsworth and Churchdown), Bishops Cleeve and 
Winchcombe would have a positive impact on them or their family, while 38% reported that 
this would have no impact on them or their family.

Themes identified from the locality responses

272 comments were received about a specific locality.

Themes identified from the comments on 
the advantages of the location of services 
within localities

Themes identified from the comments on the 
disadvantages of the location of services 
within localities

Opportunity to enhance services delivered 
from 30 children’s centre buildings to meet 
community needs

Access to services for families in rural areas 
with particular reference to the Cotswolds

Creates more volunteering opportunities Isolated communities who are unable to 
travel to services require services to come to 
them

Increases early education and childcare 
opportunities

Concerns on losing services from individual 
children’s centre buildings with particular 
reference to Rowanfield in Cheltenham and 
Parliament in Stroud

Create a network of professionals that 
work with families co-located in one place 
and supports information sharing to keep 
vulnerable children safe

Concerns of losing services from a 
community building especially the Arkell 
Centre in Nailsworth 

Importance of volunteering and community 
led provision 

Lack of universal services to pick up low 
level issues

Importance of peer support networks
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Quotes taken from the online survey
 
‘Childcare availability is really important for working families. It is also important to be able 
to access other groups and activities as being a mum is hard especially if you are on your 
own or don’t know many people’.
‘I strongly believe that the support network these centres offer is invaluable to the 
communities in which we live! I also believe that without these centres a lot of families 
would be in a very different place to where they are now! The centres offer not only as 
much advice but also a network of people they can talk to whether that be other parents 
that use the centres or professional advice! I as a parent who has both used the centre 
and volunteered at the centre feel it has given me a safe haven for both me and my son 
and lots of other families to go and feel like we are doing a great job! I will be very 
disappointed if centres close, there are no other services like this available’.
‘I love my volunteering role and would do more hours if I could’.
‘There should be more help for families with special needs children, with all the cut backs 
there is hardly any left’.
‘I like the idea of a hub for support where a range of professionals are working under one 
roof. However I am concerned about there not being enough practitioners based out in the 
community as I have found that in isolated areas there is a lot of need for support and a 
first point of call’. 
‘Please ensure vital community services such as breastfeeding groups retain space in the 
30 centres free of charge’.
‘The children’s centres need to be doing things the community can’t i.e. parenting and 
child and family therapy. Bonding sessions with your baby, Dad’s stuff, activities that 
enhance the community and doesn’t compete with services run by local groups. A family 
service and children’s team need to be aware of all other groups and make their presence 
felt’.
‘To link to other voluntary groups and recommend each other to enable max support for 
families, especially isolated parents/families with special needs’.
‘If the proposals go through it would be very beneficial for children and their families’.
‘It would be good to have more services on site, providing we continue to share 
information with each other as this is vital to keeping every child safe’.
‘It would be very sad and detrimental to take this facility away. Families that are not 
classes as deprived or don’t have children with special needs also need support!’
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64% of respondents strongly agree or agree with the proposal that a parent and 
community support service should be created to offer advice and support to schools and 
voluntary and community groups.

Themes identified from the proposal to create a parent and 
community support service.

343 comments were received;

Themes identified from the comments on 
the advantages of a parent and community 
support service

Themes identified from the comments on the 
disadvantages of a parent and community 
support service

Build and sustain community capacity Training and support for high quality 
volunteers would be required 

More universal services Lack of trust in the community for volunteers 
delivering services 

Better networking opportunities for  
volunteers and professionals

Division of communities
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Empowers parents and communities Recruitment and retention of volunteers

Quotes taken from the online survey 
 
‘Parent led groups are good because they offer a service to the community. However I 
have seen a difference in the services offered as parent led and the services run by staff. 
If someone is struggling there are staff on hand to support and offer advice which keeps 
that person attending the group, in parent led groups the person is sometimes alienated or 
frowned upon which results in them not returning. They are then not accessing the support 
they need’.
‘I would agree it is a brilliant idea but there is still a lack of parental and community 
involvement. One because families are not confident to run their own services and two 
community groups are fractured in terms of struggling themselves with finances, 
resources, budget cuts as they are struggling to survive themselves. These families are 
already being supported by the Children’s Centres and they are still not taking over the 
groups’.
‘Any extra help and support can only be a bonus especially to new parents.’
‘Sometimes volunteer led services experience disruption such as groups being cancelled. 
This is due to volunteers moving onto paid employment or other commitments taking 
priority’. 
‘I would like more parent led services which are easily accessible’.
‘A parent and community support service helps empower people to build a stronger 
community and provide networks within communities’. 
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71% agreed that existing children’s centre childcare facilities should be expanded to meet 
the government proposal to increase nursery entitlement to 30 hours for working parents 
of three and four year olds.

Themes identified from the proposal to expand childcare 
facilities in children’s centres

273 comments were received;

Themes identified from the comments on 
the advantages of expanding early years 
and childcare  places in children’s centres 

Themes identified from the comments on the 
disadvantages of expanding early years and 
childcare places in children’s centres

More support to return to work for families 
Parents could come off benefits

A possible drop in places for funded 2 year 
olds places 

More high quality childcare Lack of flexible childcare places

Networking of childcare providers More transition points for children

Greater opportunities to enable parents to 
obtain work or work extra hours

More bonding and attachment issues as 
parents will spend more time away from their 
children



44

Quotes taken from the on line survey 

‘This would directly and positively impact my child and my family. My child is coming up to 
3 this year and I have found very little support and advice to be freely given about this 
process. I have discovered that it is difficult to find childcare places in good settings 
therefore expanding facilities for additional space and hours would be great’.

‘I really feel 30 hours is a lot for a child of this age and it would take a lot of movement for 
a Children’s Centre to offer that as they currently run. I hope they don’t end up running in 
the same way as a nursery. I feel current children’s centres offer a very unique service 
different to that offered by wrap around care in a day nursery. I also feel it would need to 
be looked at to decide whether provision is required in that area’.

‘This would be brilliant as a working mum it is so hard to ‘afford’ to work as it is, this would 
benefit the whole family and show the children that it is good to work’.

‘Little children need the opportunity to create a very strong attachment with their parents 
and carers and 30 hours per week away from the home environment sounds a lot’.

‘Some flexibility needs to remain to cater for working shift patterns’.

‘Getting parents back into work is not easy as childcare is so expensive. I would definitely 
consider going back to work if the entitlement was 30 hours’.
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91% strongly agreed or agreed that a high quality public health nursing service should 
continue to work closely with other services to support families. 

Themes identified from the proposal that a high quality public 
health nursing service should continue to work closely with 
other services to support families

177 comments were made;

Themes identified from the comments 
about the advantages of integrated working 
with the public health nursing service

Themes identified from the comments about 
the disadvantages of integrated working with 
the public health nursing service

Prevents service duplication and conflicting 
messages for families

Inconsistent service delivery for families  
where teams are not co-located

Co-location of professionals who work with 
the same families

Where links are not embedded families slip 
through the net

Links with family support services are 
already well embedded

High staff turnover does not support trusting 
relationships with families

Early identification and effective 
intervention for vulnerable children and 
families

Variation of provision in different parts of the 
county 

Quotes taken from the online survey
 
‘This is key to integrated working but only if it is county wide and offers the same service to 
all urban and rural areas’.
‘My experience of health visiting in Gloucester so far has been extremely positive. 
Although having just got to know a very good health visitor, I am saddened to learn that 
the team is about to be reorganised and I will have a new health visitor before my third 
child arrives’.
‘Health Visitors will find it more difficult to support families if Children’s Centres close’.
‘A Health Visitor on site is something I would appreciate’.
‘Children’s Centre staff currently have good network support from other agencies including 
Health Visitor services with whom family service teams have regular contact regarding 
shared families’.



46

‘I agree that the health service have a huge part to play alongside other sectors of the 
professional workforce in supporting families. The importance of working closely with other 
services is key to promoting early intervention and safeguarding. I have experienced 
issues when supporting families with regard to working with health professionals in relation 
to communication, sharing information etc.’

Childcare and Early Education Needs
Parents and carers were asked to provide feedback on the childcare they currently use.
80% of responses indicated at least one child under 5 in the family. 68% of responses 
indicated at least one child aged 6-11 years of age in the family. 12% of responses were 
from a parent who has a child with special educational needs or a disability. 
Parents/carers were also asked to tell us how much childcare they use for each child per 
week. The greatest majority of responses indicated a requirement of 1-15 hours of 
childcare was required per week for each child within the family.

Parents and carers who responded to the survey indicated the most popular forms of 
childcare were provided by friends and family 20%, pre- school and playgroups 17% and 
nurseries 16%.
Responses were also received from families who used the following for their childcare 
needs: personal assistants, children’s centres, school kindergarten, parent and toddler 
groups, and full time crèche, disabled care for child at home, family time, still on maternity 
leave and breastfeeding support group.
What the data tells us 
Parents responding to the survey indicated 47 of them access a funded place for a two 
year old of between 1-15 hours a week. 144 parents were taking up a funded nursery 
place for a 3 or 4 year old. 
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44% of respondents indicated that they were happy with the quality of childcare and 22% 
of parents and carers reported that a lack of affordable childcare was a barrier to them 
with 42% of responses indicating that a lack of suitable childcare had been a barrier to 
working or training in the last year. 

Child’s Voice - Evaluation
One of the consultation proposals asks if services should be delivered pre-birth-11; 
therefore it was felt appropriate to talk to children at transition points within this timeframe 
– those aged 4/5 evaluating transition between early years and school and children aged 
7/8 recently transferring from Key Stage 1 to Key Stage 2.

It was agreed to talk to children in two schools, one urban and 1 rural, located in 
contrasting socio economic environments, to establish whether there were any significant 
differences. The involvement of a young person Ambassador was sought to allow the 
children to talk to a young person to share their views.

It was agreed to select 2 groups of 4 children per age group in each school, which 
reflected the schools demographic, to participate. Parental/carer permission was sought 
for each child’s involvement in the consultation. Three sessions per group were diarised, 
which included the opportunity to recap on all of the questions. 
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To link the Children’s Voice to the Adult Consultation, we looked at the main principles and 
created suitable questions for the children to consider. 
For the younger children, a series of photographs/pictures were prepared to act as visual 
prompts to support the discussion. We also equipped them with iPads to photograph their 
answers to some of the questions, whilst in school. 

The older children created individual Thinking Trees, considering their thoughts and 
responses to the questions, writing their answers on the leaves, (Early Years 
experiences), blossom (school experiences) and fruit (Out of school experiences) for their 
trees. 

All the children were given the opportunity to express their opinions via a third party, e.g. a 
puppet/teddy if they would rather distant themselves from what they were saying.
Full details can be found of the processes used and feedback received can be found at 
www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices

Child’s Voice Evaluation – Key Themes
Early Years

Age 
Group

Urban Rural

Reception Liked being visited by school staff at 
home. Enjoyed coming to school for 
visits prior to starting

Diverse range of Early Years 
experiences some had none
Limited recall of specifics, either 
activities or people

All accessed Early Years

No home visits undertaken by the 
school

Liked starting school with friends 
who had been at their preschool, 
which shares the same site as the 
school

Less of a range of Early Years 
experiences

Year 3 Strong recollection of Children Centre 
Early Years attendance, staff and 
activities

Mentioned teaching staff coming to 
their homes as a positive

Highlighted their sense of anxiety 
about starting school

Mix of recall about Early Years 
experiences

All were nervous about coming to 
school and couldn’t remember 
visiting it beforehand

http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/familyservices
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Health

Age Group Urban Rural
Reception Could identify why families 

visited doctors and most had 
accessed them

Majority had never been to a 
dentist

No children had had their eyes 
tested

All children were unaware of 
what a health visitor was

Children familiar with health practitioners
Did not recognise dentist visual prompt

1 child said their family did not see any 
health professionals

Children did not recognise a photo of their 
local hospital

Year 3 All children identified that they 
thought their mothers kept 
them healthy and safe, helped 
by fathers and doctors

Some children identified a 
parental mistrust of GPs, which 
had impacted on them not 
seeing doctors

The majority of children say 
they access dentists

 All children knew about doctors and 
dentists and said their 
parents/grandparents kept them well and 
safe

A quarter of the cohort said they visited the 
dentist

Life Opportunities/Experiences

Age 
Group

Urban Rural

Reception Little knowledge of local 
community based activities, free 
or otherwise

Majority wanted visitors in 
school, e.g. fireman, policeman 
and popular children’s 
characters

Said they did not access any 
non-school based after 
school/weekend activities

One child talked about their 
parents’ separation and another 
that they did not have a 

Talked about feeling unsafe if there were 
no teachers around

Shared information about all the activities 
they do out of school – majority have 
private swimming lessons and access 
other sports

They talked about seeing the wildlife in 
their local park and hearing the music 
played in the bandstand

Majority were unfamiliar with housing 
types apart from detached and semi-
detached houses
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bedroom

Children could identify a wide 
range of housing types

Struggled to think about magic 
wand wishes and 1 child said 
their mother and grandmother 
did not like magic so they did not 
have any

More comfortable with saying what magic 
wand wishes they would like

Year 3 Some of the children said they 
accessed free school clubs

Majority talked about going to a 
local recreational ground and the 
occasional visit to Weston

As with the younger children, 
this cohort could identify a range 
of diverse housing

Favourite restaurants – fast food

Majority said their favourite thing out of 
school was swimming

They discussed eloquently what scared 
them out of school

Some children said they go to Breakfast 
and After School Club as their parents 
work

Able to talk about a range of activities and 
experiences and their interactions with 
their families 
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Appendix 1 – Equality Data

Gender  
  

614Total
94%
42No response

 6%
36Male
5%
559Female
85%
19

Prefer not to say 3%

Gender re-assignment

538Total
82%
188No response

 18%
498Yes
76%
18No
3%
22

Prefer not to say 3%
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Age

620Total
95%
36No response

 5%
3616-24
5%
9525-29

14%
13130-34
20%
13235-39
20%
7740-44

12%
3445-49
5%
4050-54
6%
2455-59
7%
1360-64
2%
1565+
2%
23Prefer not to say
4%
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Ethnicity
623Total

95%

16Prefer not to say

2%

527White British

80%

13Welsh

2%

6Scottish

1%

3Irish

0%

30Any other white background 

5%

2White and Black African

0%

2African

0%

2Caribbean

0%

6Any other mixed background

1%

1White and Asian

0%

3Pakistani

0%

3Indian

0%

1Arab

0%

6Any other Asian background

1%

Any other ethnic group 2
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0%

33No response

5%

Disability Type

Do you have any kind of disability?  
  

609Total
93%
47No response

 7%
32Yes
5%
556No
85%
21Prefer not to say
3%

  

45Total
7%
611No response

 90%
13Mobility (Getting around)
2%
6Hearing

1%
5Eyesight

1%
3Using hands/fingers

0%
11Learning Difficulty
2%
23Mental Health
3%
5Other

1%
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Marriage and Civil partnership

Religion or Belief

608Total
93%
48No response

 7%
396Yes
60%
173No
26%
39Prefer not to say
6%

610Total
93%
46No response
7%
246No religion
38%

0Buddhist
0%
292Christian
45%

0Hindu
0%
2Jewish

0%
11Muslim
2%
1Sikh 0%

14Any other religion 2%
44Prefer not to say 7%
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Pregnancy and maternity

Maternity, paternity and adoption leave

608Total
93%
48No response

 7%
129Yes
20%
457No
70%
22Prefer not to say
3%

212Total
32%
444No response

 68%
48Prefer not to say
7%
156Maternity leave
24%

6Paternity leave
1%
2Adoption leave

0%



57

Appendix 2 – Breakdown of survey question responses

Question Responses Comments
Q1. In what capacity are you responding to this survey? 655 22

Q2. How frequently do you access services through a 
Children’s Centre?

633 N/A

Q2a. In which locality? 630 N/A

Q3a. To what extent do you agree that the proposed 
family support service should be for families with 
children pre-birth – 5 years?

648 N/A

Q3b. To what extent do you agree that the proposed 
family support service should be for families with 
children pre-birth to 11 years?

628 N/A

Q4. What impact do you think the proposed targeted 
support service would have on the early identification 
and support for children with special educational 
needs and disabilities?

637 N/A

Q4a. Explain answers to the questions 3-4. N/A 420

Q5. To what extent do you agree with the proposal to 
create 16 Children and Family Centre’s in areas of 
deprivation

641 N/A

Q5a. To what extent do you agree that a network of 30 
Children’s centres should be used for early 
education and childcare, other universal services run 
by the community and as bases for professionals 
who work with children? Early education and 
Childcare?

638 N/A

Q5b. Other universal services run by the local community? 616 N/A

Q5c. Bases for professionals who work with families? 615 N/A

Q6a. If you have any comments or suggestions about the 
proposed integrated family support service or 
services to be delivered from other children’s centres 
please tell us?

N/A 286

Q7. Which area of Gloucestershire would you like to 
comment on?

638 N/A

Q7a1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Cheltenham should be Hesters 
Way, Gardners Lane and Oakwood?

105 N/A

Q7a2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in Cheltenham have any impact on 

103 N/A
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you and your family?

Q7a3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Cheltenham locality Rowanfield, Up Hatherley, 
Charlton Kings and Leckhampton children’s centres 
will be used for early education and childcare, other 
universal services run by the local community and as 
bases for professionals that work with families?

105 N/A

Q7a4. Would the proposed services offered at Rowanfield, 
Up Hatherley, Charlton Kings and Leckhampton in 
Cheltenham have any impact on you and your 
family?

103 N/A

Q7b1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centre in the Cotswolds should be 
Cirencester?

121 N/A

Q7b2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centre in the Cotswolds have any impact on 
you and your family?

115 N/A

Q7b3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Cotswolds locality Stow, Northleach, Fairford 
and Tetbury children’s centres will be used for early 
education and childcare, other universal services run 
by the local community and as bases for 
professionals that work with families?

119 N/A

Q7b4. Would the proposed services offered at Stow, 
Northleach, Fairford and Tetbury in the Cotswolds 
have any impact on you and your family?

113 N/A

Q7c1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in the Forest of Dean should be 
River (Lydney) and Hilltop (Cinderford)?

70 N/A

Q7c2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in the Forest of Dean have any 
impact on you and your family?

66 N/A

Q7c3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Forest of Dean locality Branches (Newent), 
Twigs (Mitcheldean) and Leaves (Coleford) 
children’s centres will be used for early education 
and childcare, other universal services run by the 
local community and as bases for professionals that 
work with families?

70 N/A

Q7c4. Would the proposed services offered at Branches 
(Newent), Twigs (Mitcheldean) and Leaves 
(Coleford) in the Forest of Dean have any impact on 
you and your family?

70 N/A

Q7d1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester North should be 
Bartongate (Widden site), Finlay/Tredworth (Finlay 

129 N/A
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site) and Kingsholm?

Q7d2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester North have any impact 
on you and your family?

129 N/A

Q7d3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Gloucester North locality Elmbridge, 
Finlay(Tredworth site) and Bartongate (Hatherley 
site) children’s centres will be used for early 
education and childcare, other universal services run 
by the local community and as bases for 
professionals that work with families?

129 N/A

Q7d4. Would the proposed services offered at Elmbridge, 
Finlay (Tredworth site) and Bartongate (Hatherley 
site) in Gloucester North have any impact on you 
and your family?

126 N/A

Q7e1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester South should be The 
Lighthouse (Linden), The Link (Robinswood) and 
The Oaks (Grange)?

101 N/A

Q7e2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in Gloucester South have any impact 
on you and your family?

101 N/A

Q7e3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Gloucester South locality Quedgeley, The 
Compass (Coney Hill), The Link (Moat site) and The 
Beacon children’s centres will be used for early 
education and childcare, other universal services run 
by the local community and as bases for 
professionals that work with families?

102 N/A

Q7e4. Would the proposed services offered at Quedgeley, 
The Compass (Coney Hill), The Link (Moat site) and 
The Beacon in Gloucester South have any impact on 
you and your family?

94 N/A

Q7f1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Stroud should be The Park 
(Stonehouse) and Treetops (Dursley)?

136 N/A

Q7f2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in Stroud have any impact on you 
and your family?

138 N/A

Q7f3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Stroud locality Fiveways, Parliament, 
Painswick, Nailsworth and Wotton children’s centres 
will be used for early education and childcare, other 
universal services run by the local community and as 
bases for professionals that work with families?

140 N/A
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Q7f4. Would the proposed services offered at Fiveways, 
Parliament, Painswick, Nailsworth and Wotton in 
Stroud have any impact on you and your family?

139 N/A

Q7g1. To what extent do you agree that the Children and 
Family Centres in Tewkesbury should be Noah’s Ark 
(York Road Priors Park) and Brockworth?

93 N/A

Q7g2. Would the location of the proposed Children and 
Family Centres in Tewkesbury have any impact on 
you and your family?

87 N/A

Q7g3. To what extent do you agree with the proposals that 
in the Tewkesbury locality Ashchurch/Northway, 
Noah’s Ark (Chance Street), Jigsaw (Innsworth and 
Churchdown), Bishops Cleeve and Winchcombe 
children’s centres will be used for early education 
and childcare, other universal services run by the 
local community and as bases for professionals that 
work with families?

90 N/A

Q7g4. Would the proposed services offered at  
Ashchurch/Northway, Noah’s Ark (Chance Street), 
Jigsaw (Innsworth and Churchdown), Bishops 
Cleeve and Winchcombe in Tewkesbury have any 
impact on you and your family?

85 N/A

Q8. If you have any comments or suggestions about the 
proposed 16 Childen and Family Centres or the 
other children’s centres please tell us?

N/A 272

Q9. To what extent do you agree that a new Parent and 
Community support service should be created to 
offer advice and support to schools and voluntary 
community groups?

617 N/A

Q9a. Please explain your answer? N/A 343

Q10. To what extent do you agree that the existing 
Children’s Centres childcare facilities should be 
expanded to meet government’s proposals to 
increase nursery entitlement to 30 hours a week for 
3 and 4 year olds of working parents?

611 N/A

Q10a. Do you have any comments or suggestions about 
this option?

N/A 273

Q11. To what extent do you agree that a high quality 
public health nursing service should continue to work 
closely with other services to support families?

611 N/A

Childcare Questions

Q11a Do you have any comments or suggestions about 
this option?

N/A 177

Q12. How many children aged 5 and under do you have? N/A 527
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Q13. How many children aged 6-11 do you have? N/A 452

Q14. Do any of your children have special educational 
needs or a disability?

514 N/A

Q15a. Please indicate how many of your children need 
childcare and how much you use for each child each 
week? Child 1

363 N/A

Q15b. Child 2 163 N/A

Q15c. Child 3 43 N/A

Q15d. Child 4 17 N/A

Q15e. Child 5 5 N/A

Q15f. Child 6 4 N/A

Q16. What types of childcare do you use (tick all that 
apply)

493 14

Q17. Tick all statements that apply to the quality of your 
childcare?

404 N/A

Q18a. In the past has a lack of suitable childcare been a 
barrier to working for you or your partner? (please 
tick all that apply) – You?

456 N/A

Q18b. Your partner? 367 N/A

Q19a. Do you currently access free nursery education for 2 
year olds or 3 and 4 year olds and for how many 
hours? Free 2 year funding?

317 N/A

Q19b. 3&4 year old nursery funding? 363 N/A

Q19c. Please add any further comments about your 
childcare use and needs?

N/A 141

Equality Questions

Q20. Gender – Are you? 614 N/A

Q21. Is your gender identity the same as the gender you 
were assigned at birth?

538 N/A

Q22. Age – What is your age? 620 N/A

Q23a. Ethnicity – Please indicate your ethnic origin by 
ticking the appropriate box?

623

Q23b. Other ethnicity – please state? N/A 10

Q24a. Disability – Do you consider yourself to be disabled? 609 N/A

Q24b. Please provide additional information by selecting 
the box(s) that apply?

45 N/A

Q24c. Other – Please state? 5 N/A

Q25. Marriage and Civil Partnership – Are you married or 
in a civil partnership?

608 N/A
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Q26a. Religion and/or belief – What is your religion/belief? 610 N/A

Q26b. Other - Please state? 8

Q27. Are you currently pregnant or have been pregnant in 
the last year?

608 N/A

Q28. Maternity, Paternity and adoption leave? – In the 
past year have you taken?

212 N/A


