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1 Key findings and summary

Analysis of data arising from the 6Having a G
degree of acceptance with the broad aims of service transformation, with some of those who

have been consulted recognising the Council 6s
the need to reconfigure services to achieve and deliver greater value for money. This view

was held to some extent by respondents to the consultation survey (who were mainly service

users, carers or members of the public), but was somewhat more prevalent amongst those

who were involved in the consultation professionally.

Within survey findings and other feedback arising from the consultation, it is evident that
there is significant opposition to the closure of current day centres, particularly from those
who have personal experience of current services. There are undoubtedly a number of
centres of opposition within the county, in areas where there are existing Day Centres (in
particular Buckingham, Bourne End, Princes Risborough, and Beaconsfield) where many
respondents were focused on the future of a particular day centre. However, it is not
possible to pinpoint the extent to which individuals from these areas influenced consultation
outcomes due to the way in which data has been collected, as well as the need to ensure
anonymity.

In any case, there are numerous concerns relating to the proposals for Day Opportunities,

which are apparent across each element of the consultation, regardless of who is being
consul ted. Considering these, it may appear
consultation has been overly negative, but it is inevitable in this type of consultation that

those who have responded will also be those who have an interest in the outcome, and
furthermore those who disagree with proposals will be more likely to provide comments,

whether in open-ended responses to the questionnaire or in letters. However, it is only

possible to analyse responses where they have been provided, and the extent to which the

views summarised in this report are representative of the wider population cannot be
determined exactly.

Within responses, there was inevitably some reluctance to countenance change (in part led

by emotional response to the protection of vulnerable groups), as well as anxiety around the

process of implementing a new service model, but there were also a number of concerns

that related specificallytoservi ce provision as described with
6Day Opportunitieso. These tehdednesponsesato thedbe s e
consultation questionnaire and letters from members of the public, as well as in the written
responses from local authorities and partnerships, and the notes from all different types of
consultation meetings.

The main themes can be summarised as follows:

e Concerns with the design of proposals 7 there were concerns that there has been a
O6bl anket appr deaignhwhichtissuitable fovsonte service users but less so
for others, with elderly clients, those with dementia, or the severely disabled mentioned
in particular. There are also specific cultural issues for certain groups of service users,
as well as concerns abouttheappr opri ateness of 6échoiced and
various groups of service users. In addition, there were numerous concerns about the
evidence upon which proposals had been developed.
e Concerns over the feasibility of the different6t i er s of supportdé prop

Day Opportunities service model, such as:



o Suitability of the & Germanacoricdrng abbuidizednd c onc e

capacity, orl iakne 66 ifnesetli;t utthiaotn mi xi ng wi
public will be inappropriate or detrimental to service users safety; there are also
concerns that service users with the most complex needs (eg. the severely
disabled) will not be sufficiently catered for within Hubs;

o Concerns over reducing the number of available facilities to a limited number of
Hubs and Satellites T there was a preference for three Hubs rather than two
(within written feedback and within the survey questionnaire), but a number of
those consulted felt the number should be greater than this;

t h

o Sut ability of the 06CoirhereaeconcernBaverbavd c onc e

Bases will be funded and staffed (including concerns about over-reliance on the
voluntary sector), as well as the accessibility of community buildings, and how
buildings will be equipped to receive service users.

e Concerns over the proposed locations of new facilities T a preference for small and
local provision comes through from various elements of the consultation; there are
concerns about the loss of 6 ¢ 0 mm uaspedt gf Day Services (including loss of
voluntary contribution and of venues for local organisations); there are significant
concerns about increased travel and transportation (in terms of discomfort to service
users, practicalities, cost and environmental impact); there are also concerns that the
north and south, as well as rural areas, will not be sufficiently provided for and that
facilities should be available county-wide.

e Concerns over the cost and sustainability of plans: there is a feeling that making
savingsbybuildng new facilities is 6énonsensical
recession, and it would cost less to update existing buildings; there are also concerns
about how services can be improved whilst facilities are reduced in number, again
particularly in the context of decreasing budgets; there are also concerns about ring-
fencing of funds. In light of these issues, there are concerns that new services will be too
expensive for service users and for the Council, and will therefore not be sustainable.

e Requests for further information: there have been numerous questions relating to
specific details of the proposals and evidence on which they have been developed, for
example assessment of current building stock (including visits have been made to
existing buildings); in addition, many of those who are personally involved with Day
Services have requested further information on practical aspects of future service
provision, eg. cost, provision of respite. There were also a number of requests for further
information on staffing issues.

In addition, there were also various issues raised in relation to the consultation process and
methodology; including concerns about the pre-consultation aspect; the length and timing of
consultation period; the consultation document being 6 j a r g @mdinat suffiatedtly clear on
detail; the questionnaire containing 6 | o a duediaghs, and; that, despite efforts of the
Council, the consultation had not been sufficiently inclusive of all groups (including the extent
to which it was publicised). Such concerns led some to feel that decisions on Day Services
had already been made, regardless of the consultation outcomes.

It should be noted that BCC has made a concerted effort so far to respond to many of the
concerns mentioned in this analysis, for example responding to written feedback with either
a standardised or personal letter, or engaging with the media to answer questions. It is
essential now that BCC carefully considers the main themes arising from the consultation
mentioned above and elsewhere in this report, in terms of whether each has been
sufficiently addressed before the transformation of services is moved forward.

0,



2 Executive Summary

2.1 Introduction and background to the consultation

Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) offers a range of social care services to vulnerable
adults in Buckinghamshire, including the provision of Day Services to people experiencing
any form of disability or frailty due to old age. However, the Council has indentified various
factors impacting on current service provision that it believes are driving a need for change,
and is proposing a transformation of services that will modernise and improve Day Services,
putting in place a new service model of o6Day C

The new service model willi nt roduce a 063 tier6é approach tc
flexible and responsive to individual support needs and to allow individuals to access its

different tiers of support; the transformation of Day Services will replace 22 existing day

centres, owned or leased by the county council with two or three purpose built Community

Hubs and two Community Satellites; plus Community Bases, whose number is not capped,

and Thrift Farm.

BCC has conducted a consultation cal llzdeed Havi
2" June and 6™ September 2010, with the overall aim of finding out what people think about

the ideas for changes and improvements to Day Services. This period of consultation

exceeds the minimum period required by the County Counci | 6s own good
practice guidelines and the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform
guidance. As well as the individuals who use services and their carers, BCC also consulted

with the organisations and staff who provide services, including Health Trusts, Voluntary and

Charity Organisations, Care Providers, District Councils and the general public.

BMG Research was commissioned by BCC to conduct an independent analysis of the data
arising from t he oondudtationn BMGahas@roduckd tBisaapabytical written
report to summarise outcomes and findings from the analysis.

2.2 Consultation methodology

Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) has a statutory duty to consult on these proposals,

but has stated thatconsul t ati on i s an integr al part of the
in the delivery of all/l services, and an esseni
the O6Achieving Top Performanced programme. B

relating to all consultations carried out by the Council including those relating to inclusivity.
The O6Having a Good Day6é consultation has been
Project Team.

The consultation included a pre-consultation period of engagement conducted between 4™
November and 3™ December 2009 whereby engagement meetings were held with 246

service users from all care groups and 34 carers; outcomes from this engagement are
described more fully in the CounciBmgagktamenme
(available in Appendix 2). Following on from this BCC has held 123 consultation events

across the county between 2™ June and 6™ September 2010, for which an attendance of

2292 was recorded; these included events held with service users, those which were open to

the public, briefings for the Local Area Forums and number of staff consultations, as well as

various meetings held with local advocacy organisations and other stakeholders.



BCC also developed a quantitative survey questionnaire, which was made available online
on the Council website, and was also available in printed hard copy. In total there were 755
fully completed responses to the questionnaire (it is not known how many of these were
completed online and how many by post). A detailed breakdown of the profile of
respondents is available in Appendix 1.

BCC also received over one hundred letters and emails from members of the public relating
to specific day centres based in the county, as well as several written petitions that
specifically opposed proposed the closures of certain day centres.

This report outlines key findings from each of these elements of the consultation, and also
outlines the media coverage of the consultation in local press and online.

2.3 Key findings from questionnaire

A total of 755 completed responses were received to the questionnaire from a range of
respondents, as shown in the table below. When asked to describe themselves, many
responders to the survey placed themselves in more than one category (e.g. as a carer and
a member of the general public), as they were able to select more than one response to this
guestion. This means there is some overlap when considering variation in the results
between the different sub-groups.

Figure 1 Profile of sample responding to questionnaire

User group %

A user of Day Services 42

A Carer 27

A member of the general public 22

The representative of a service user 13

The representative of an organisation 11

Someone who works in Day Services 8

A relative of a service user 3

A volunteer (no other detail) 1

Previously employed in Day Services 1

A retired person 1

A member of Beaconsfield Town Council <0.5

A District Councillor <0.5

Other 4

Sample Base 755

2.3.1 Overall agreement with the plans

Just under a quarter of all respondents (23%)
Day Services, but a significantly larger proportion (42%) disagreed, with over a quarter
(27%) strongly disagreeing. A f uretdhhdstarogndar t er

one in ten (11%) did not provide a response to this question.



2.3.2

Respondents were also invited to comment on the plans. It is inevitable in this type of
consultation that those who have responded will also be those who have an interest in the
outcome, and furthermore those who disagree with proposals will be more likely to provide
comments than those who agree; therefore, comments in relation to proposals may appear
to be weighted towards the negative. However, it is only possible to analyse the responses
of those who have provided them, and it cannot be determined the extent to which these are
representative of the wider population.

Within open-ended comments, there were those who agreed with broad objectives of the
Council 6s podgaised theanred for obange; however many of this group also
expressed concerns over certain aspects of the plans and achievement of objectives. There
were also many respondents expressing outright disagreement with proposed closure of
current facilities,i ncl uding those who stated that cu
they would prefer to retain the status quo. Within both of these groups, there were various
concerns raised, which broadly related to:

e The location of proposed facilities: including preferences for small and local provision,
concerns about increased travel and loss of the 6 ¢ 0 m m uaspedt, ysdwell as concerns
that certain areas (particularly the North) were not sufficiently covered in the plans;

e Cost and sustainability of plans: including the view that making savings by building new
facilities is nonsensical (and that it would cost less to update existing buildings instead),
as well as concerns about how it is possible to improve services at the same time as
reducing the number of facilities, particularly in the context of decreasing budgets i some
were concerned this would impact on service levels;

e Concern for vulnerable groups: including dissatisfaction with the concept of making cuts

rren

within adult social care oramongvulner abl e groups, or perceptior
approachdé to service design, which needed to

groups;

e Feasibility of Hubs and Bases: including concerns that Hubs will be too large or
institution-like, as well as issues of different groups of users mixing with each other and
the public, and concerns over how the most severely disabled will be catered for;
respondents also had reservations about Bases in terms of funding and accessibility;

e Issues around the consultation process and the methodology: including concerns that the
document Hhasgdnistic@& edifficué to understand, that, despite the efforts of the
Council to ensure this was the case, the consultation had not been sufficiently inclusive,
or feelings that decisions had already been made regardless of the outcome of the
consultation process.

Extent to which plans should include access to a wider range of services

Close to half of respondents (49%) agreed that proposals for Day Opportunities should
include access to a wider range of services within the community, while around one in six
(16%) disagreed.

When asked to comment, many felt this would be a positive step for Day Services,
mentioning specific services they would like to see, or specific groups they would like to see
catered for. However a significant number felt they needed more information about the
details of what a 6 wi dangebof services would mean in practice, how they might be
delivered, and cost and resourcing issues (particularly staffing requirements) that might arise
as a result.



2.3.3

2.3.4

235

There were also concerns that some service users were more able and willing to access a

6wi derd range of services than ot hers; in addi
and practicalities offering services within the community (particularly in terms of
safeguarding considerations).

Understanding of the plans to transform services

Around half of respondents (49%) felt that the differences between Community Hubs,
Community Satellites and Community Bases had been clearly explained. However close to a
fifth (17%) felt that they had not, and the sa
(in addition, 17% did not provide a response).

The proportion who felt that the differences had not been clearly explained or who were
unsure if this was the case, rose to 44% of those reporting a disability (compared to 33% of
those who reported not having a disability).

Those who agreed with the Councildéds plan to tr
that the differences had been clearly explained than those who disagreed with the plans

(74% compared to 28% respectively), indicating that a perceived lack of clarity in the
proposals may have hindered overall levels of agreement with the plans.

Certainly some of the open-ended responses on this issue suggest that the terminology was
considered by some to be at best opaque and atworst 6 i n ¢ o mp r e &and pescéptiohse 6
that the language usedwas 6 | a r g dlid leasl some td feel suspicious of the plans.

Perceptions of the plans to transform services

Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with a range of statements about
proposals set out in the 6éHaving a Good Dayéb
agreeing minus the proportiondi sagr eeing) was higher gronidingel at i
i mproved buil di ng(sl6%)dre nBay i S@rewrimeefdud nvg e of Da
(+16%), 6supporting people to be (+43%) andhdiepemaaait n ga
choiceofact i vi ti es &HA2%).ser vi cesd

Net agreement is lower, and in fact negative (-3%), in relation to the proposals 6 br ea ki ng
down barriers between people who use Dwhye Ser v
opinion is relatively balanced between positive and negative in relation to the proposals
6giving people maximum choice and control wh e
(+/-0%) meedt i ng the broad range of support needs
(+4%) sappodt i f+®%)c ar er s b6

Aspects of the building

When asked which three aspects were most important with respect to the buildings that Day
Opportunities will use, around two in five (42%) felt that the buildings 6 bei ng moder n
forpurpose6 was | mport ant ,ionafeltdusirg thenbuildags6 poopbf er ext
hour s and weekand dsing tbe ildogsso&é o care for the m
i ndi v iweraimdorsalt (37% and 36% respectively).

While some groups ranked other aspects as equally important (e.g. carers and staff
mentioned the use of buildings to provide respite for carers, and representatives of
organisations mentioned the use of ordinary community facilities to bring people closer
together), all groups included the aspects outlined in the previous paragraph as being
among the most important aspects of the buildings.



Other comments made with respect to the buildings to be used for Day Opportunities

focused on satisfaction with existing buildings and facilities, and the view that these should

be improved rather than sold off, particularly in the current financial climate. There was also
concern expressed with regard to the possibild@i
users had to travel outside their own community to access them.

Many felt that the environment within current Day Centres, including relationships with staff,

was more important than the 6ébricks and mort a
preference for retaining current services over receiving new and modern facilities. There

were also concerns over the proposed new buildings in terms of size and the safety and well

being of users.

2.3.6 Agreement that Community Hubs should be located in large towns

Close to two in five (37%) respondents indicated agreement that Community Hubs should be
located in large towns, although a quarter disagreed that this should be the case (24%) and
a further 16% expressed uncertainty in this regard. Unsurprisingly, respondents living in
towns were more likely to agree that this should be the case (53%), while those living in the
countryside were more likely to disagree or be unsure (56%).

Some of those who disagreed that Community Hubs should be located in large towns stated

that they disagreed with the overall concept of Hubs, reiterating the idea that they would be

too |l arge and I mpdrik®emal wirt hoian ptrietf ietriemmrc e f or
provision that is currently available.

Many respondents expressed concern with regard to transport to and from such locations, in
terms of practicalities and the impact this might have on levels of usage, particularly for
users in rural areas or those in the north.

2.3.7 Agreement that Community Satellites should be provided in geographical extremes

Around two in five (42%) agreed that Community Satellites should be provided in the
geographical extremes of Buckinghamshire, while just over one in ten (12%) disagreed, one
in five (20%) were unsure, and a quarter (26%) did not provide a response.

As with the issue above, some of those who felt this should not be the case rejected the idea
of Community Satellites outright, stating that existing services were adequate. Respondents
again mentioned concerns over travel, in terms of journeys becoming longer/more difficult for
users. Again the issue of removing the 6 | oc al c agpeutuoh Day YBervices came
through as a concern, as did a belief that provision should be spread throughout the County,
with all large villages and towns provided with a purpose-built facility.

2.3.8 Location of Community Bases

When asked where they thought Community Bases should be located, the majority of
respondents mentioned areas where Day Services centres were already located, feeling that
@xisting buildings already.Otheronentidned placeswhere ¢ o mm
there is no current provision, either as places that would be easy for users to access, or

because there were large numbers of potential service users living there (e.g. elderly
residents).

Full details of the suggestions made for locating Community Bases can be found in section
5.14 of this report.



2.3.9 Preferred options for transformation of services

Within the survey, respondents were given a number of options for Day Services and were
asked which option they prefer. The options were:

Option 1: 2 Community Hubs + 2 Community Satellites (plus Thrift Farm) + Community
Bases (no upper limit).

Option 2: 3 Community Hubs + 2 Community Satellites (plus Thrift Farm) + Community
Bases (no upper limit).

Less than one in ten (7%) respondents said they preferred Option 1, whilst close to three in
ten (28%) said they preferred Option 2. A further one in five said they were not sure (19%)
and a similar proportion (18%) said they preferred another option. Close to three in ten
(28%) respondents did not provide a response.

Levels of preference were unsurprisingly higher for both options amongst those who

expressed overall agreement with the Council 6
amongst this group preference was stronger for Option 2 (39%) than Option 1 (18%). Among
those who disagreed with the Councilds plans ¢

and 20% preference for Option 2.

Many respondents who indicated a preference for an alternative option were keen to see
existing provision maintained or improved, and many felt a larger number of Community
Hubs would be required.

A small number of respondents also observed that another option was a pilot project being
undertaken to test the concept of the Day Opportunities model before rolling this out county-
wide.

There were a number of respondents who stated that the two options provided within the
guestionnaire were not sufficiently different and did not represent a meaningful choice.

2.4 Findings from consultation meetings

2.4.1 Service user meetings

Numerous meetings were held with service users of various Day Centres, although usually
with other individuals present as well as the service users themselves eg. carers, providers,
staff, volunteers and visitors, so there was some overlap between these types of meetings
and the public meetings described in the following section.

Although these types of meetings were held with all client groups including elderly and

disabled individuals, those with disabilities were somewhat less able to communicate

verbally and were also consulted separately via the TalkBack service. BMG Research was

provided with the TalkBack report (available in Appendix 5); however, the meeting notes
provided to BMG Research were weighted in quantity of content towards consultation with

the elderly. This was firstly a result of elderly s
Care population, but also to some extent related to the greater capabilities of this group to
communicate verbally at meetings. There were certain themes that came through from

meeting notes that are relevant to all client groups regardless of any differences in
disabilities and demographics:

e Praise for current services and pleas for the services to remain as they are;
¢ Numerous questions about the practicalities of Day Services under the new plans;




e Concerns over the future of Day Services inc
concerns for provision of respite and issues of transport;

e Concern around the management of changes to Day Services;

¢ Financial issues eg. sustainability of plans, ring-fencing of funds for adult social care as
well as the feeling that cuts should not be made within adult social care sector;

e Issues with the consultation methodology and process eg. feelings that decision has
already been made;

e Requests for further information on the proposals and the new services.

The above themes are relevant to all client groups, but there were also some additional
themes that were more relevant to some groups than others:

e Some elderly service users felt proposals were focused on younger service users and
were less appropriate for their needs;

e There were concerns that service users with severe disabilities have different and
varying requirements from other groups of users, and these needs must be addressed
specifically within proposals;

e There are various infrequently mentioned but important cultural issues to consider.

2.4.2 Public meetings

There were also a number of meetings held specifically for members of the public, as well as
briefings provided to Local Area Forums. However, as with service user meetings, public
meetings were also attended by those who are involved with services eg. service users and
their carers, representatives of organisations, local authority representatives, so again there
was some overlap with other meetings.

Again, similar themes were raised to those described elsewhere in this report, including:

e Concerns in relation to the future of service provision and the impact on service users of
implementing Day Opportunities, including:
0 Concerns about reducing the number of facilities;
o Perception of Hubs as inappropriate eg. service users mixing with each other and
the public;
0 Issues of transportation and how these will be addressed;
e Concerns that links with the community (including voluntary aspect) will be lost;
e Concern over issues of cost and sustainability, including:
0 Requests for further information on financial aspects eg. impact of the budget
cuts on the proposals;
o Concerns about service users being able to afford services within Self-Directed
Support budgets;
o Concerns about ring-fencing of funds from sale of day centres;
0 Concerns that Day Opportunities will not be sustainable.
e Requests for further information including exact locations of new facilities;
e Issues around the consultation methodology.




2.5 Findings from written feedback

2.5.1 From members of the public

BCC also received a large number of letters and emails from members of the public in

various capacities. The majority of these related to specific centres, where correspondence

was written t o oppose that c e n almost dosty weitteo ® protest thei nc | u
closure of the Bourne End Day Centre, over thirty relating to the Adult Day Centre and Red

Cross Centre in Princes Risborough® and almost twenty specifically protesting the closure of

Seel ey 0 sas Walasanumber written to protest the closure of the Well Street and

Red Cross Day Centres in Buckingham. |t appears that these a
opposition within the county in as the majority of letters and emails received from members

of the public related to one of these areas.

In addition, BCC also received feedback opposing the closure of a number of other centres,
including a dozen relating to the Red Cross Centre in Denham, and smaller numbers in
relation to Hartwell Day Centre, the Haddenham Red Cross Centre, the Red Cross Centre in
Buckingham, Winslow Centre and the Well Street Centre, amongst others.

Generally, the main themes arising from letters and emails were as follows:

e Existing Day Services centres were spoken of positively and highly praised;

e There were pleas for day centres to remain open rather than being removed (updated if
necessary, or kept on as Hubs or Bases);

e |t was felt that service users should be looked after by and within the community, and
there were concerns about the loss of community links (including the voluntary aspect,
and loss of relationships with staff) as well as concerns relating to increased travel;

e Some felt angry that cuts were being made within adult social care budget;

¢ A number of problems were perceived with the consultation methodology, including
length and timing of consultation period; methodology of pre-consultation element;
stakeholders being sufficiently informed of proposals; information contained in
consultation document; inclusion of all groups of service users, and; structure of
guestionnaire.

In addition, there were a number of points made that specifically related to certain Day
Centres within the county. These included the perspectives that:

e Bourne End was built by the community, and therefore belongs to residents rather than
to BCC, and furthermore is consideredtobeagoode x amp|l e of O6Bi g Soci e
e Bourne End is considered to be si nopedatkes; t o a
¢ Residents of Princes Risborough expressed a strong sense of community; they stated
that plans to close services are opposed region-wide, and if funding is required to
maintain centres this might be provided through local fundraising;
e Seeleys House is a unique facility attended by service users with complex needs, and
there are concerns as to how these needswi | | be met within the 0D
model of Hubs and Bases.

'NB. This number is separate from the 200 6pro formadé type |
bel ow in Section 7.2. O0Petitions by members of the Publicb



2.5.2 Petitions

By the close of the consultation on 6" September, the Council had also received written
petitions that specifically opposed a number of the proposed closures, including those
protesting the closure of Seeleys House (1,035 signatures), the Well Street and Red Coss

Day Centres in Buckingham (2,575 signatures), the day centre in Bourne End (1,225
signatures), Princes Risborough centre (3,090 si gnatures plus <c¢close t
letters containing themes similar to those mentioned elsewhere ie. praise for centre,
concerns over proposed closure), Hartwell Day Centre (100 signatures) and the Red Cross

Day Centre in Amersham (close to 50 signatures). Following closure of the consultation, a

petition was also received by BCC in relation to Hillcrest Day Centre, signed by 147 people.

2.5.3 From local organisations and partnerships

There were also a number of letters received from local organisations and partnerships,
including formal responses from District Councils, Town Councils and Parish Councils, as
well as from local advocacy and support organisations.

Key themes from these letters included:

e Agreement with some overall aspects of the proposals, particularly development and
improvement of services, although some concerns remain about the appropriateness of
6choiced6 and the concept sefs; SDS for all type
¢ Requirements for further information on specific aspects eg. dates, locations, details on
structure of service provision within the Hubs;
e Greater support for three Hubs than two;
e Some concerns around the suitability of Hubs and Bases for service users with most
complex needs;
e Concerns about the future of service provisi
including practical issues such as transport (funding of increased transport and
environmental impacts), loss of venues for other organisations that use day centres, as
well as concerns for loss of community aspect and decreasing levels of volunteering;
¢ Financial issues: concerns about the possible impact of budget cuts, the cost of building
and maintaining new facilities within the current financial climate and the ring-fencing of
funds from sale of existing centres;
e Concerns over how the transformation of services will be managed considering continuity
of provision and managing service usersoé exp
e Concerns over consultation methodology including design of the consultation
guestionnaire.

2.5.4 From LINk network

The Buckinghamshire Local Involvement Network (LINk), a network of people and
organisatons6 wor ki ng together to make health and s
Buc ki ngh aamsspatlishes & report on 3" September summarising feedback they

had gathered with regard to the consultation.

Themes arising from this report were similar to those mentioned above and elsewhere,
including:

e Recognition of reasons for change in terms of current financial climate, development of
buildings and changing needs of service users;



e However not without concerns, including those around the motivation for change
(financial vs. service improvement) and proposed funding of services, assessment of
building stock as wunfit for purpose, as well
more vulnerable service users;
e There were also various other financial concerns, including whether funds from sale of
existing buildings will be ring-fenced for provision of Day Services, as well as the
financial viability of plans overall and whether service users will be able to afford the new
services using their SDS budgets;
e Some concerns over the quality of data underpinning forecasts of service use;
e Il ssues around the suitability of O6Hubs6 and
well as mixing of client groups);
e Concerns over transport and whether this aspect has been sufficiently considered;
e Concerns over staffing issues including the prospect of redundancies and questions as
to how savings can be made to staffing, unde
e Issues with the consultation methodology, including the pre-consultation process,
publicising of the consultation and usability of the consultation document.

2.6 Local press and online

Finally, a total of 31 press/online cuttings were supplied by BCC to BMG Research for
analysis.

In summary, earlier articles tended to express a more neutral position with regard to the
proposals, setting out the details and inviting responses to the consultation; however,

towards the middle of July the coverage did begin to express a more negative position with

regard to the proposals, focusing more on petitions and campaigns to stop the possibility of

closures of specific centres. There was some mention of the idea that proposals were a

foregone conclusion, regardless of the outcomes of the consultation process. However on
three occasions reports also included amcesf er en
that no decisions had, or would be, made until the consultation was complete, and the
responses to it analysed in detail.

The press also mentioned the decision by the Council to extend the consultation period.




3 Background to the Consultation T provision of Day Services

Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) offers a range of social care services to vulnerable
adults in Buckinghamshire, including the provision of Day Services to people experiencing
any form of disability or frailty due to old age.

6DaServiceso i n Buckinghamshire encompasses a
provided by the Council and partners. The scale of service provision is considerable; in any

one week BCC provides more than 3,000 support sessions to around 1,500 adults across 22

day care centres owned and leased by the County Council. Day Services also impact on

wider society providing family members and informal carers with essential respite and

support.

BCC has promised to care for and provide specialist services for people with all forms of
disability, whilst making sure that carers receive the support and respite they need.
However, the Council has indentified various factors impacting on current service provision
that it believes are driving a need for change:

e Apredicted increase inthe demandforDay Ser vi ces :popultieniCount ybs
growing and ageing. More people with increasingly complex needs are living longer and
will require support throughout their lives;

e Achieving MTP (Medium Term Plan) Savings: Within an exceptionally tough financial
climate there is a requirement that Day Services deliver savings and better value for
money is achieved,;

e The Day Care Estate: Parts of the estate are not "fit for purpose" and require
maintenance, while some buildings are poorly located and difficult to access;

* Facilities: Some buildings have limited facilities and are poorly designed for the provision
of high quality care. This is most marked with respect to people with autism, dementia
and challenging behaviour;

¢ Community Opportunities: Day Services tend to segregate service users from the
communities in which they live. They need more choice and opportunities to participate
in local communities, improved occupational opportunities and access to community
facilities.

e The Policy Context: Changes in national policy and accompanying good practice
guidance requires that day services should offer a much more personalised service that
is closely tailored to the needs of individuals and is something they would choose to
purchase through the use of personal budget. As a result day services have to be much
more flexible.

BCC is proposing a transformation of services that will modernise and improve Day Services
across the county, putting in placé.a new sery

3.1 Day Opportunities

BCC states that 06 Dagdel @psoaalinclusion, ivhice & ldopes will offer
individuals a single, accessible gateway through which to access the services they need.
The new service model wprolch to iprovisionp whiclke aimsao bé 3t i
flexible and responsive to individual support needs and to allow individuals to access its
different tiers of support i Community Hubs, Community Satellites, and Community Bases i
as their changing needs may require. BCC aims to develop these new buildings as purpose



built centres of excellence, whose capital costs will be met from the sale of parts of the
current Day Services estate that they believe to be in poor condition and often underused.

The transformation of Day Services will replace the 22 existing day centres in the county
with two or three purpose built Community Hubs and two Community Satellites; plus
Community Bases, whose number is not capped, and Thrift Farm. BCC states that the
combination of these resources means that in future, there are likely to be as many (if not
more) day care resources as now exist.

BCC states that the transforming of day serv
overarching transformation programme, which has maintained a watching brief with respect
to progress made.

3.2 Purpose of the Consultation

BCC has a statutory duty to consult on the above proposals for the transformation of Day
Services, and has conducted a consultation across the county between 2nd June and 6™
September 2010, cal | ed &6 Hav i n.g Tha corddtatidn h&dathe toverall aim of
finding out what people think about the ideas for changes and improvements to Day
Services. As well as the individuals who use services and their carers, BCC also consulted
with the organisations and staff who provide services, including Health Trusts, Voluntary and
Charity Organisations, Care Providers, District Councils and the general public.

More information about how the consultation was undertaken, in terms of the methodology
that was used, can be found in Section 4 of this report.

33 Purpose of BMGO6s invol vement

BMG Research was commissioned by BCC to conduct an independent analysis of the data
arising from the O6Having a Good Day6 gsisoohsul't
guantitative data collected via the consultation questionnaire, as well as qualitative analysis

of other type of information collected during the consultation process®>. BMG has produced

this analytical written report to summarise outcomes and findings from the analysis.

The purpose of this report is to:

¢ Provide a qualitative and quantitative analysis of the responses to the consultation;

¢ Identify the main themes arising out of the responses to consultation i including where
possible a breakdown of findings by demographic criteria such as respondent status
(service user, carer, provider etc) age, ethnicity and gender, geographical distribution of
respondents and any other appropriate category;

e Contribute to the development of proposals for service transformation, inform the
development of the service model and the business case for transformation;

e Provide high quality intelligence that can b
to members;

e Inform the decision making process of the County Council;

e Identify future areas of work.

2 Our approach to qualitative analysis is informed by techniques that have been developed by academic researchers, which are well
recognised and widely used in the field. The process incorporates a data-mapping matrix, comprising an analysis grid for the
classification and interpretation of data. The key topics are translated to a column heading in a matrix chart, and relevant data extracted
and synthesized into corresponding cells, resulting in a series of tables that produce the main themes of the analysis.



3.4 Structure of report and overview of chapters

Thi s report summari ses t he anal ysi s of dat a
consultation.

Section 4 outlines the methodology used by the consultation and for this report; Section 5
presents the outcomes from the quantitative and qualitative elements of the questionnaire;
Section 6 presents key themes from the public meetings and service user/advocacy
meetings produced through qualitative analysis of meeting notes; Section 7 presents the key
themes produced through qualitative analysis of written feedback received by BCC, and;
Section 8 summarises the media coverage of the consultation in the local press and online.




4 Methodology

4.1 Overview of consultation methodology

411

Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) has a statutory duty to consult on these proposals,
and in additonhas stated that consultation is an
Firstodédchapipmoanhe delivery of al |l services,

document 0Gui del i nemntaihimyrguid€lioes on the &ey iprinciples of
consultation, ensuring consultation is transparent, inclusive and accessible, and including
standards for good practice.

BCC has made the following commitments relating to all consultations carried out by the
Council:

e They will be clear about the reason for any consultation activity and be open about that
with those involved:;

¢ They will co-ordinate consultation across the County Council to ensure the best use of
resources;

e They will plan and manage consultations so that all people are able to take part,
recognising that some people will require more time and resources to respond,;

e They will be clear and open about how the responses will be used;

e They wil/l use O6Plain Englishé and keep e

e They will ensure that all consultations are useful and that decision makers are ready and
able to act on the results of any consultation;

¢ They will feed back the results of the consultation to those involved, and where
appropriate and relevant to a wider audience;

e They will share findings across the council, linking results to our corporate priorities;

¢ They will publicise improvements and changes to services and facilities arising from
customer feedback;

e Their consultations will endeavour to reach all residents within our county and where
appropriate will use formats that make consultation accessible to all;

Inclusivity

BCC aims to be as inclusive as possible with all consultations, @llowing all sections of the
community to make their concerns heard and taken into account before the Council makes a
final decision6 BCC aims to be aware of any special needs, and states that once the needs
of specific groups or hard-to-reach sections of the community are assessed and known, it
will take measures to remove some of the barriers which obstruct the participation of these
groups.

Vari ous measures were taken to i ncrease

consultation, to ensure that it was as accessible, inclusive and transparent as possible. This
included the provision of the consultation document in standard and easy read versions, the
production of CD for people with visual impairment, the establishment of a dedicated
information helpline, a consultation email post box and the use of BSL and Urdu interpreters.

In addition, use was made of user-led agencies and advocacy to support and facilitate
consult with groups of service users. Talkback (Learning Disabilities) Peoples Voices and
the Bucks User Involvement Network (Mental Health), Age Concern (Older Adults),

anc
val ues as set out in the OAchi evi mgproiwg aPer f

ach

t he



Headway, RNID and Buck Vision (Physical and Sensory Disabilities) all made a vital
contribution, to ensure that the views of those who use day services were heard. These also
provided the consultation with an element of independent scrutiny, which complimented the
use of the LINK in this role.

Meetings were also held at Day Centres with carers, while the County Council's Local Area
Forum network was used to engage with and brief local people, parish councils and local
organisations across Buckinghamshire. All district councils were consulted with and formal
meetings were held with the members of South Bucks, Aylesbury Vale and Chiltern District
Councils. The consultation also featured a concerted effort to obtain the views of faith groups
and those of BME and other partner organisations.

4.2 Management of the consultation

The O6Having a Good Dayd consultation has been
Project Team i both include representatives of NHS Buckinghamshire, the Oxfordshire and
Buckinghamshire Mental Health Trust and JobCentre Plus.

A team of staff was identified to provide day to day management of the consultation, to
conduct consultation meetings or ensure that they were appropriately conducted. This
involved engaging user-led advocacy organisation (e.g. Peoples Voices, TalkBack, Age
Concern) to facilitate consultation meetings with specific care groups. All meetings were
recorded and a count taken of attendees.

A spreadsheet was maintained of all consultation events, and records were held on a master
file, available in Appendix 4 of this document.

4.3 Pre-consultation period of engagement

Between 4™ November and 3" December 2009, a series of 11 engagement meetings were
held with 246 service users from all care groups and 34 carers. These meetings aimed to
gat her part i dionptathedsvélopmentof theiDaylOpportunities service model,
by asking them to respond to the following questions:

e Do you understand why we need to change the way we deliver day opportunities?
e What do you think about the ideas of the possible service model?

¢ What would be important about the building?

¢ What have we missed?

e How can we make it better?

e Whatis it about the current service model that you like?

¢ What would you do to improve the current service?

In general terms, BCC report that the outcomes of the pre-consultation showed a number of
cross cutting issues raised by all respondent groups. These included the importance of:

e Having an opportunity to socialise, to form and sustain friendships;

e Having a supportive, trusted staff group;

e Undertaking meaningful and enjoyable activities;

e Having a sense of belonging;

e Receiving support in an environment which was safe and trusted;

e Access to information;

¢ Being able to get out and about;

e Having services that are accessible with decent transport arrangements, and;



e Servicesheingdédi sability friendlyd.

BCC also identified different points of emphasis, as opposed to difference, between
respondent groups:

e Older people placed emphasis on receiving a meal and being able to have a bath or
shower.

e People with physical and sensory disabilities stressed, more than any other respondent
group, the importance of mixing with the wider community, of provision being user led, of
access to universal services, of information and of access volunteering opportunities.

* People with mental health needs spoke of the stigma they experienced and lack of
activities for them, especially in the evenings and weekends.

e People with learning disabilities laid more emphasis than other respondents on the
contribution Day Services makes to giving them a structured day (common to all care
groups), building their self confidence and learning basic skills e.g. using buses, which
would help them take their place in the community.

e Carers were anxious to stress their continuing need for respite and for this to be provided
in safe settings that they trusted.

These points have been taken from the Council 6

Engagement d which is available in Appendix 2.

4.4 Overview of consultation process

The consultation period commenced on 2nd June 2010, when a consultation launch event
was held and a public consultation portal, including a consultation document, list of
Frequently Asked Questions, and a questionnaire were published on the Internet
(www.buckscc.gov.uk/HaveYourSay). The launch event was attended by 86 carers, service
users, providers and representatives from partner agencies and other stakeholders.

BCC has held 123 consultation events across the county between 2" June and 6"
September 2010 (please see Appendix 3 of this document for further details), for which an
attendance of 2292 was recorded. This period of consultation exceeds the minimum period

required by the County Counci | &s own good consul tdathéd on o
Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform guidance.

There were two main types of meetings: those held with service users (at which advocacy
groups were present) and those which were open to the public, although service users were
still able to attend public meetings leading to some crossover between groups. Public
consultations included briefings held with Local Area Forums. There were also a number of
staff consultations, and a number of meetings held with local advocacy organisations and
other stakeholders.

4.4.1 Online and postal questionnaire

As part of the consultation process, the Council developed a quantitative survey
guestionnaire. This was made available online on the Council website, and was also posted
to some respondents. BCC has informed BMG Research that all service users known to the
Council (i.e. those on SWIFT) were posted a copy of the brochure and questionnaire, and in
addition there were requests from the libraries / parish councils / etc. who requested multiple
copies to hand out to the public. It is not known how many hard copy questionnaires were
distributed. All those returned to the Council by the 6™ September were then inputted online.



In total there were 755 fully completed responses to the questionnaire (it is hot known how
many of these were completed online and how many by post).

A detailed breakdown of the profile of respondents to the questionnaire, in terms of key
dimensions eg. age, gender etc., is available in Appendix 1. Section 5 of this report
summarises the findings from this survey.

4.4.2 Letters and emails

BCC also received over one hundred letters and emails from members of the public relating
to specific Day Centres based in the county, where the correspondence expressed
opposition to t halhadditiem thereeviese around tevanty éormal letters
provided to BMG that had been received from local organisations and partnerships, including
formal responses from District Councils, Town Councils and Parish Councils, as well as from
local advocacy and support organisations.

Letters and emails received a written response from the County Council that was either
standardised or personal.

The Council also received several written petitions that specifically opposed proposed
closures of a number of Day Centres.

For further information on the correspondence received by the Council, in terms of key
themes arising from letters and emails and details of petitions, see Section 7 of this report.

4.5 Notes on report structure and contents

Where this report refers to findings from the quantitative survey (eg. yes/no 6t i ck b o x
guestions),inalli nst ances respondents who answered 6doc
the relevant question have been retained in the sample.

Results have been presented rounded to 0 decimal places i this may mean that some totals
exceed 100%. This explains any instances where summary text does not match a graph or
table it is referring to.

Where the report refers to findings from qualitative information eg. open-response questions
and information from letters, emails or meeting notes, it is important to note that findings are
not based on quantitative statistical evidence. Findings are based on a large number of
responses that have been individually analysed to identify key themes, but this should not be
confused with statistical representativeness; this report should be read with these notes of
caution in mind.




5 Findings from questionnaire

5.1 Introduction

A total of 755 completed responses were received to the questionnaire from a range of
respondents, as shown in the table below. When asked to describe themselves, many
responders to the survey placed themselves in more than one category (e.g. as a carer and
a member of the general public), because they were allowed to select more than one
response to this question. This means there is some overlap when considering variation in
the results between different sub-groups.

Around two fifths of respondents described themselves as users of Day Services, a quarter
as carers, one-fifth as members of the public, and around one in ten as someone who works
in Day Services, a representative of an organisation, or a representative of a service user.

Figure 2 Profile of sample responding to questionnaire

User group %

A user of Day Services 42
A Carer 27
A member of the general public 22
The representative of a service user 13
The representative of an organisation 11
Someone who works in Day Services 8

A relative of a service user 3

A volunteer (no other detail) 1
Previously employed in Day Services 1

A retired person 1

A member of Beaconsfield Town Council <0.5
A District Councillor <0.5
Other 4
Sample Base 755

In addition, close to half of responses were received from people aged 60 or over (49%),
with around one in twenty (6%) from those aged under 40 (a fifth of respondents did not
provide their age).

Around a third of respondents (36%) described themselves as having a long-standing illness
or disability, although it should be noted that again a quarter did not provide a response to
this question, so this may well be an under-estimate.

Two fifths reported that they live in a town (43%) and three in ten in the countryside (31%) i
again a quarter of respondents did not provide a response to this question.

The profile of those responding may reflect that of those with an interest in the services
(either as a user or carer etc.) but the high proportions not providing responses to the profile
guestions make it impossible to say to what extent this is the case, and for this reason nor is
it possible to assess the extent to which it is representative of the wider population.



5.2 Overall agreement with the plans

All respondents were asked whether they agreed with the County Council's plans to
transform Day Services as explained in the public consultation document.

Overall, just under a quarter (23%) agreed with the plans, whilst around two in five (42%)
disagreed. Afurtherquar ter (24%) said they were 6énot sur
did not provide a response to this question.

Figure3: Overall agreement with the County Council 0s
consultation document (All respondents)

Strongly agree
Agree

Notsure
Disagree
Strongly disagree

27%

Not provided

Unweighted sample base: 755

Younger respondents (30% of those aged up to 49, and 33% of those aged 50-59) were
more likely to agree with the plans, whilst those aged 60-69 were more likely to disagree
(52%).

Respondents reporting a disabiitywer e al so more | ikely to agree
transform day services (30%, compared with 22% of those without a disability).

Respondents who are users of Day Services were more likely to agree with the plans overall
(30%), whilst representatives of service users (52%) were the most likely to disagree.

Those who live in the countryside (54%) were also more likely to disagree with the Council's
plans.

5.3 Comments on the plans

All respondents were asked if they have any comments about the Council 6 s pl ans
transform Day Services. Almost two thirds (64%) of the total sample provided a comment
and responses covered a wide range of issues.

It is inevitable in this type of consultation that those who have responded will also be those
who have an interest in the outcome, and furthermore those who disagree with proposals will
be more likely to provide comments than those who agree; therefore, comments in relation
to proposals may appear to be weighted towards the negative. However, it is only possible
to analyse the responses of those who have provided them, and it cannot be determined the
extent to which these are representative of the wider population.



5.3.1 Positive

Within open-ended comments, there were those who agreed with the broad objectives of the
Council 6s plans and recogni sed t hdesirenteiepgiovd or ¢
the range of: opportunitiesé

nl agree that planning ahead, l ong ter m, IS neces

However, a statement of agreement with the overall vision of service improvement was often
accompanied by concerns about specific aspects, such as implementation of these plans
and how objectives are to be achieved in practice:

It is a well thought out and compr e hSDbS.dtivilreedp | an
o be carefully i mplemented to ensure people and

Ailt would be difficult to disagree with the ai ms.

5.3.2 Negative

There were also many respondents who expressed outright disagreement with proposed

closure of current facilities. Numerous respondents described the Day Centres they had
experienced in positive ter ms,; ga& sotid teustwonthg,r e d ¢
personal and experienced careto t he s e r.v Mang also sientiosed the services

provided within current facilities in terms of the benefits they afford the service users who

attend, as well as praising staff for their work.

A number of respondents expressed satisfaction with current services and stated that no

change was necessary, with the attitude of 6 i f it ainot br oke, donot f
AwWhy pull down buildings which are perfectly serv
As well as other groups of respondents, the majority of service users providing a comment

also expressed a strong preference for things to remain as they are:
iwe would miss the day centre as | depend on it 4
socialising. I f it wasndét foy. dhe day centre, I w

Many respondents wer e concerned about the description
oréunf it f,6ahisbging comradictery to their personal experience of it and expressed
a requirement for further information on this:

ifNot e n o happonenmorldoking at what we already have and how it works currently. Your
people need to spend a day at each of the centres that are planned to be restructured to actually

see how things work, how it is wutilised and by wh
ifiThe changes mrodapossxsedn d o take in to considerati ol
Each site considered needs to have a detailed rep

In addition, some respondents expressed disappointment that the Council had allowed the
buil di ngs unfibfor pueposeme 06

Ailt is a pity that BCC has allowed its property t
purposeooo



5.3.3 Concerns raised

Within both of these groups there were various concerns raised, which broadly related to:

e The locations of proposed facilities;

e The cost and sustainability of plans;

e Concern for vulnerable groups;

e Feasibility of Hubs and Bases;

¢ Issues around the consultation process and the methodology.

5.3.3.1 Location of proposed facilities

Many respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the idea of transporting service users away
from their local service to access centralised facilities:

iYour suggestion that elderly peopleé..would use
compl ete ignorance of their needs and capabilitie

For practical reasons, many had concerns about the inconvenience and discomfort service
users would experience if travelling long distances and stated that access to Day Services
would decrease as a result, leading to increased loneliness and isolation, or uptake of
residential services. There were also concerns about increased traffic and impact on the
environment.

There was also a strong preference for services based within the community in terms of
mental benefits to service users:

il f eel t h ahthappidr i theirdocabconmmurty, meeting up with their village friends and
finding that they have friends in commoné.. They e
know their village and often their family and fee

Many respondents felt that the 6 s pi r i t o f woudd obm tost f icanmyndnity based
centres were to close, which would extend to a loss of volunteering and fundraising efforts
from local people.

Considering proposed locations of facilities, some respondents also mentioned that certain
areas of the county, particularly the North, had not been sufficiently covered in proposals.
5.3.3.2 Cost and sustainability of plans

Many respondents expressed concerns about the cost and sustainability of the plans to
transform Day Services.

Firstly, a number of respondents were concerned about costs; they felt that it was
nonsensical to try and achieve savings by building new facilities, particularly when it would
be possible to update existing buildings at a lesser cost:

fi T hoeerall costs of the changes planned seem likely to be prohibitive so does it make sense to
downgrade some areas by selling off existing buildings to raise money at the cost of degrading the
l ocal facility? | think not. o

Ailt i s not nec ethglay Gentresato nsakelcdst savings. It & pdssble to make cost
savings by consulting with local users and managers about how best to restructure services form

the existing centreso



Others were concerned about reducing the numbers of facilities from over twenty to just two

or three Hubs, interms of how 6t he pr ovi si on of "HI GH QUALI TY
wi th LESS coddsrealsticalle s achieved within the context of budget cuts, which

led to some respondents feeling suspicious of the Council:

ifiThere are some good ideas, I don't believe it ca

i'Slash and burn cuts', dressed up as a new progr

5.3.3.3 Concern for vulnerable groups

Many respondents expressed concern for service users, in terms of how they are and would
be impacted by plans for service transformation. Firstly, there was some dissatisfaction
about the concept of making cuts within the adult social care budget, with respondents
st atiitnbgs 6u ntfraeart tvul nerabl e and disabled peopl e

AWhy penalise those who cannot speak for themselyvy

One main theme within responses was that the Council had takena 6 bl anket tappr o
redesigning services and failed to consider the specificsie.6t her e i s not one fi

Some respondents, particularly carers, felt that the type of needs of the individual they care

for had not been sufficiently addressed. Carers of the physically and mentally disabled felt

t h alt emphasis appearstobe based on mor ehilg tasers ofeche elderyb | e 6,
especially those with dementia, felt that the plans (eg. increased travel) were inappropriate

for their needs.

5.3.3.4 Feasibility of Hubs and Bases

Many respondents expressed concerns about how the concept of Hubs and Bases would
work in practice.

Respondents were anxious that Hubs would be
worried about the presence of different user groups in the same building:

il feel that gr oupi nigomd tb makdfor mdresof an Ingtitetiortalsedt o get her
community- this is something that we have been striving to pull away from and now it seems that we
are going backwards. o

This was also for reasons of safety; there were concerns about dnix[ing] people with different

di sabi |l it patsulatyindeenisbfércd® i ent s who use the servic
ot her peopl e aThdre werealsoxenterneabdut members of the public being

able to access the Hubs:

~ 7

il é& feel t hat tylhudngwhgre '@anylodyhroauenter will put people at risk from
abuse. Many of the service users | support need a safe environment, have challenging behaviouro

Some service users also said they did not want to be integrated with the wider public:

ifPeople who have ment al ill ness | ike me prefer sm
not like the hubs open to all types of groups and the large cafe area would be off putting and

uncomfortable. Also integrating in the community areas would not feel comfortable. Normal people

are scared of ment al il Il nesso



In addition, respondents were unclear as to how Day Servicesfor6adul t s with se
profound physical di sabi Icouldibe provided @ithih thetdubs ng d
6caterialgl foinds of peopl ed.

Lastly, some respondents were concerned about Community Bases, firstly in terms of 6 h o w
[they] ar e ,bubalsbise termsial how thé required facilities for vulnerable adults

e g suitable toilets, ramps, heating and liftin gdould be provided within buildings such as
village halls or cafes.

5.3.3.5Issues around the consultation process and the methodology

A number of respondents expressed concerns about the consultation process, in terms of
the methodology used.

Many respondents felt they had not been provided with enough information on the
proposals, that the consultation document in particular had been 6 j ar g oand 0t i c 0
sufficiently clear for them to understand what exactly was being proposed.

iThe pl ans wenprehensiletdaeltd the fact theyavere described in "jargon" without

bei

O I

i

ng specific in any way. o0
I n addition, some were unaware of the o6altern:
the Internet was not inclusive as a channel for communicating with service users; others
were concerned that the document excluded service users from contributing their opinions:
Those with Learning Disabilities do not wunder st a

onsequences of the decisions that you make now. 0

Some respondents felt there should have been greater involvement of service users and
carers during the pre-consultation stage, when proposals were being developed.

A number of respondents also felt that ini nds have alreadand Weeeen me
anxious that their opinion would not be listened to:

am not sure that anything | say as a carer mak

onsul tation. 0




5.4 Extent to which plans should include access to a wider range of services

Respondents were asked whether they agree or disagree that proposals for Day
Opportunities should include access to a wider range of services within the community.

Around half (49%) of the total sample agreed that proposals should include access to a

wider range of services, including 14% who strongly agreed. Around one in six (16%)

di sagreed. Close to one in five were Onot su
access to a wider range of services (17%), and a similar proportion did not provide a
response (17%).

Figure 4: Agreement that proposals for Day Opportunities should include access to a wider
range of services within the community? (All respondents)

Strongly agree

Agree 36%
Notsure
Disagree

Strongly disagree

Not provided

Unweighted sample base: 755

In terms of user groups, respondents who are representative of an organisation were the
most likely to agree that proposals should include access to a wider range of services (64%),
whilst representatives of service users were the most likely to disagree (21%). Amongst
users of Day Services, opinion was somewhat polarised, with respondents in this group
more likely than average both to agree (54%) and disagree (19%). Carers (18%) and
members of the public (17%) were also slightly more likely than average to disagree,

Male respondents were significantly more likely to agree that proposals should include
access to a wider range of services (63%), compared with female respondents (54%).

Respondents in the oldest age group (those aged 80+) were more likely to disagree (24%),
compared with those in younger age groups.

In terms of geography, those living in towns (61%) were significantly more likely to agree
than respondents living in the countryside (52%).
5.5 Comments about including access to a wider range of services

Respondents were then asked if they have any comments about including access to a wider
range of services within the community. Almost three in five (57%) of the total sample
provided a comment.



Some respondents felt this would be a positive step for Day Services, andthaté6 anyt hi ng t
offers a wider r ange of services mu st sur el A ndmhev e t h
suggested services they would like to be offered as part of a wider range, including specific
requests eg. mo r e llearng Zohes B.g. Eompuaers elasses; fanguages;

sewi ng cl asses f oand atsa mdret genkral aequestsrfcs iigreased services

aimed at certain groups eg. Ethnic minorities, or more support for deaf service users.

A number of respondents felt that including access to a wide range of services was a good

idea 6 i n t, buewere yrisure exactly what this would mean for Day Services in practice.

Some felt they would like further information on what exactly would be offered; others
expressed concerns over how e xuadbe dejered. Manyiofd e r r
these concerns focused on resource and staffing issues, with some respondents stating they

could not understand how staffing requirements would be met within the reduced budget:

ot

Pl ease keep in mind t hewilberequired foroany of buadericesiserp p or t
o0 be able to do this. It is a |l ot more '"staff hu

—

Some respondents voiced concerns over the costs that a wider range of services could
present to servi cheow stelresy, arne tgaimsegithiftoeioPe-y f or
Directed Support budgets, and others felt concerned that accessing a wider range of

services would involve increased and unwanted travel:

AWi der access, of cour se exieetpttavetgreatdr distahcesraed c | i ent
possibly at their expense. 0

Many respondents stated that the current provision of Day Services was more than sufficient

in offering users a wide range of services, a
unnecessary. This view was held amongst most user groups, including by several service

users themselves:

il have no interest to go out to any other servic
12-13 years! o

A number of respondents also questioned wh et her a o6widerd6 range of
appropriate for service ustess, apaet iacndl| amlr e tvh
stated that the range of services needs to be tailored to individuals:

AYou cannot have a blraupskwvdl bendithypan maeaded ran§eoofrserviags
whil st others are not required at all o

There was also a recurring theme within survey responses around the suitability of offering
services within the community. A number of respondents voiced practical concerns about
offering services within the community, in terms of the community being made ready to
receive service users:

AWhil st agreeing i n mtoiwnethéer fhésecorhmuaitinsewiceshaeethe e d a
capacity or the experience to take on a wider role. They will need to be supported in all sorts of
ways, including financially. #

Numerous respondents also had concerns about the extent to which social inclusion of
service user groups within the community would really be possible, with many stating that if



community-b ased servi ces we rsafeguacdingoand ridkeassesbntept@® d mu ot

be a priority:
AfThe stigma of ment al d i sleairbthelwiddér gommaunity and was aneagsonr e p e |
why mentally disabled people were given their own
Al gnorance shown by the general public could caus
safety |l evels at the highest. 0

5.6 Understanding of the plans to transform services

Respondents were asked whether they thought the differences between Community Hubs,
Community Satellites and Community Bases have been clearly explained.

Around half (49%) felt that they had. Close to one in five (17%) said differences had not
been clearly explained, and a similar proport
17% did not provide an answer for this question.

Figure 5: Whether the differences between Community Hubs, Community Satellites and
Community Bases have been clearly explained (All respondents)

Not sure
17%

Yes
49%

No
17%

Not provided
17%
Unweighted sample base: 755

Considering user groups, respondents who are representatives of service users (58%) or
carers (55%) were significantly more likely to say that differences between Community Hubs,
Community Satellites and Community Bases had been clearly explained, whilst users
themselves were more |likely to say they were 6

Respondents who do not have a disability were more likely to say the differences had been
clearly explained (64% cf. 52% of those with a disability), whilst those who do have a
disability (25%) were more |likely to say they

In terms of age, respondents aged 70-79 were more likely than other age groups to say the
differences had not been clearly explained (25%).

I n addition, respondents who agreed overall
Services were more likely to say that the differences had been clearly explained (74%),
whilst those who disagreed with the Council 6ptans were more likely to say that the
differences had not been clearly explained (28%).



5.7 The differences between Community Hubs, Satellites and Bases

Respondents were asked whether they have any comments about the differences between
Community Hubs, Satellites and Bases. Just under half (46%) of respondents provided a
response to this question.

A significant number of respondents felt that the differences between Community Hubs,

Satellites and Bases were not sufficiently clear. For some, this related to the terminology

that had been used, with a number of respondents stating that thiswas 6 a | | council S
describe more or less the same thing, and in reality the expressions were meaningless:

iThe whole scheme is incompeehmadeéelbl e." Noreasplpdhm'a
mean nothingbo

Further more, t he perception of terminol ogy
respondents to feel suspicious of the Council 6

ilt seems to be jargon to tr yyasematngadeterdenlevhepmop !l e
fact the service uses wil/ come off worse. o
A number of respondents mentioned a requirement for more specific information about the
different types of facilities, stating that @veryone needs to know more about where they'll be
and in what for m, as soon as possibleb.

AiDefine the following for each type: pur pose,; ser
building/renovation/adaption costs and schedule. The three types described should be compared
with the existing facilities. Mainte nance and running costs should be

Some respondents were confused in particular about the difference between Community
Hubs and Community Satellites, although most perceived that the main difference between
these two types of facilities is location. However, the locations of proposed Hubs caused
problems for a number of respondents, and many felt that those in rural areas would lose

out:
Ailt sounds as if the Hubs will be wonderful and t
i | f sthangedgl would not be able to go to a community hub because I live in Pitstone. | would
feel sad about this because all my friends at Har
Again, a number of respondents mentioned that there should be a Hub in the north of the
county, and were concerned that they would be left without services:
AThe hubs will get all the facilities and we in B

A significant number of respondents also expressed concern about the Community Bases, in
terms of whether they are 6 f e a sandoHow &hey will work in practice. Some were
concerned that existing buildings would not contain adequate facilities for service users and
were unsuitable for their needs. Several respondents were also anxious that they would be
unable to attend Bases in church halls for religious reasons.




5.8 Perceptions of the plans to transform services

All respondents were asked the extent to which they agree with a number of statements
about the O6Having a Good Dayé proposal s.

Levels of agreement varied across the different statements. Agreement was highest in

relation to the statement that proposals 6 wi | | provide i mprowed clesidl

(36%). However, even for this statement, one in five respondents disagreed (20%) and a
further 22% were not sure. Disagreement was highest in relation to statements that the

proposalswil6 br eak down barriers bet we eaesandtheiripcalop!| e

communitiesé ( 2 7 %) .

For each statement, there are high proportion

sured, or who did not provide a response (at |
Figure 6: Respondent agre e ment t hat the proposals in the O6&Ha
willé.. (AIlI respondent s)

Provide improved buildings for day services

Support people to be as independent as
possible

Increase the choice of activities and services

Ensure the long-term future of day services

Provide services that work together for the
benefit of individuals

Support carers
Meet the broad range of support needs which

people with disabilities have

Give people maximum choice and control when
planning and directing their own support

Break down barriers between people who use
Day Services and their local communities

W Agree M Disagree M Notsure ™ Notprovided

Unweighted sample bases vary

Net agreement (ie. the proportion who agree minus the proportion who disagree) can be
calculated for each statement as follows, in terms of agreement that proposals will:

e Provide improved buildings for day services: +16%;

e Support people to be as independent as possible: +13%;

¢ Increase the choice of activities and services: +12%;

e Ensure the long-term future of day services: +6%;

e Provide services that work together for the benefit of individuals: +8%;
e  Will support carers: +5%;




e Meet the broad range of support needs which people with disabilities have: +4%;

e Give people maximum choice and control when planning and directing their own support:
+/-0%;

e Break down barriers between people who use Day Services and their local communities:
-3%;

There were some differences in terms of user groups, which are shown in the table below.
Statistically significant differences® are highlighted in bold. Generally, service users were
more likely to agree, whilst representatives of service users, carers, staff of Day Services
and representatives of organisations were more likely to disagree.

Figure 7 Respondent agreement that proposalswillé . . (Al Il respondent s)

Someone Repres-
User of Repres- who works entative
Day entative of in Day of Member

Total Services service Carer Services organisat  of public
[755] [316] user [97] [207] [59] ion [83] [163]
% % % % %

Provide improved Agree 36 47 32 31 32 28 32
buildings for day )
services Disagree 20 16 22 21 25 23 21
Support people to be  Agree 34 44 27 27 32 33 26
as independent as i
possible Disagree 21 15 27 22 24 23 21
Increase the choice  Agree 31 40 27 23 25 31 25
of activities and -
services Disagree 19 13 26 24 27 24 18
Ensure the |ong-term Agree 30 42 23 25 20 22 22
future of day services pisagree 24 18 27 26 32 27 28
Provide services that Agree 30 42 23 23 20 24 28
work together for the )
benefit of individuals  DPisagree 22 15 34 27 31 23 24
Agree 29 40 20 22 24 23 24
Support carers -
Disagree 24 17 34 33 31 25 21
Meet the broad range
of Support needs Agree 27 39 21 22 20 19 23
which people with
disabilities have Disagree 23 17 32 28 29 25 25
Give people Agree 25 33 21 19 17 19 21
maximum choice and
control when
planning and Disagree 25 17 35 31 32 33 24
directing their own
support
Break down barriers  Agree 24 31 18 19 17 22 18

between people who

use Day Services and )
their local Disagree 27 19 40 32 34 35 25

communities

3 At the 95% level of confidence




5.9 Aspects of the buildings

Respondents were asked what they think are the three most important aspects of the
buildings that Day Opportunities will use.

Just over two in five (42%) stated that the buildings beingdé moder n and fisohe f or

of the most important aspects, whilst slightly under two in five stated that the 6 u s e

buil dings to offer extended ohusaadikuildégstb caveefa k e n d

the most disabled individualsd wer e i n t he t optaspdets @86 anto36% |
respectively).

Use of community facilities to 6 br i ng p e o p(l 2e4 %) prgoatd dadrapd n f ac i
(20%) were less likely to be rated as the most important aspects of the buildings, and
similarly for 0 t hHubs lasdeSatdllifes t€ mtegmate nai widgr range of

A

servicesd (189%).

Figure 8: The three most important aspects of the buildings that Day Opportunities will use
(All respondents)

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose' 42%

The use of buildings to offer extended hours and
weekend services

The use of buildings to care for the most disabled
individuals

The use of buildings to care for the most disabled
individuals and provide respite care for carers

The use of ordinary community facilities to bring people
who use day services and members of the communities in
which the live closer together

The use of buildings to provide a drop-in facility

The use of Community Hubs and Satellites to integrate a
wider range of services

Not provided

Unweighted sample base: 755

While there were some differences between subgroups in terms of aspects most likely to be
mentioned, in all instances they include the three identified above as most important overall,
but in differing orders of priority. Some groups also included additional aspects, for example
carers, those who work in Day Services and representatives of organisations also mentioned
the use of buildings to provide respite care for carers (42%, 34% and 33% respectively).
These are highlighted in the table below in bold.

The table below shows the three aspects receiving the highest ratings for each of the main
user groups.



Figure 9 Table showing top three most important aspects of buildings to be used for Day
Opportunities, for each of the main types of user group (All respondents)

e —

Total [755]

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose’ (42%); The use of
buildings to offer extended hours and weekend services (37%); The use of
buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (36%).

User of Day Services [316]

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose’ (51%); The use of
buildings to offer extended hours and weekend services (43%); The use of
buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (37%)

The representative of a
service user [97]

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose’ (42%); The use of
buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (41%); The use of
buildings to offer extended hours and weekend services (35%);

Carer [207]

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose' (43%); The use of
buildings to provide respite care for carers (42%); The use of buildings
to care for the most disabled individuals (41%);

Someone who works in
Day Services [59]

The use of buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (46%); The
use of buildings to provide respite care for carers (34%); The buildings
will be modern and *fit for purpose’ (32%); The use of buildings to offer
extended hours and weekend services (32%)

The representative of an
organisation [83]

The buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose' (35%); The use of
buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (34%); The use of
ordinary community facilities to bring people closer together (33%);
The use of buildings to provide respite for carers (33%); The use of
buildings to offer extended hours and weekend services (33%).

A member of the general
public [163]

The use of buildings to offer extended hours and weekend services (33%);
The use of buildings to care for the most disabled individuals (31%); The
buildings will be modern and 'fit for purpose’ (31%).

5.10 Comments about the buildings

Respondents in the survey were asked if they had any other comments they would like to
make about the buildings.

A significant number stated that they were satisfied with existing buildings, and there were
many who provided extremely positive accounts of their experience at specific sites (eg.
Bourne End, Seeleys House, Red Cross Centre and Well St Centre, Hartwell); many service
users and carers also mentioned the aspects of current services they particularly enjoyed,
such as the kitchen or garden:

Al Ii ke the

buil ding we have now, i1itoés got

room

Some respondents mentioned specific aspects they would want or need to see included
within new buildingarmfobrieghmpl e h bradéecbrggdd éha n d
60f r es h ,aeduicements for accessibility.

However, most respondents expressed dissatisfaction that new buildings could be provided
at the extent of current buildings, and many felt it would be preferable to update existing
buildings rather than removing them altogether, particularly within the context of the current

financial climate:

i
f

I t i snonmcdad close peasfectly good day centres which could still be used as an integral part of
uture day care. o0

f

F



AExi sting buildings are perfectly serviceable and
necessary. In these economic climates it surelyisfool i sh t o consider buil di ng

This was also the case among respondents who
would be lost, if service users had to travel outside of their own community to access new
facilities:

ANew buil di nglsi eamitlsl idne pmanvye ccases of feeling part

Many respondents also commented that it was the activity within the building, rather than
O0br i cks aohbdildings themselves:

fl feel that you have all the emphasis on buildings, whilst for most people attending Day Care it is
the people who care for them and the atmosphere in which they spend their day that is important
factor, not the building.0

Finally, a number of respondents expressed concerns that the proposed buildings were
inadequate for meeting the needs of service users, in terms of their wellbeing and safety,
with space being a particular issue:

firhe building plans | have seen are "not" fit for purpose as far as | am concerned, i.e. not safe, not
enough activity rooms, lack of bathrooms etc.o

iThe conceptual design space all ocat edmdsttareinHi gh s
wheelchairs Activity rooms of 20 Sq m would accommodate perhaps 2 wheelchairs - a hub would
have 50-6 0 user s. 0

A number of respondents also expressed concerns about outdoor space, specifically
whether service users with dementia would be able to 6 w a n @itelst @maining safe within
the boundary of the centre.

Again, several respondents reiterated dissatisfaction with the idea of grouping different user
groups together; some felt -tihksd warsviar oremamtn: t

AiTo me and many others these so called hubs and s
of institutions. It will never work, the elderly and handicapped being in the same building. They need
a separate environment.0o

Finally, a number of respondents also mentioned that they were unhappy with the wording of

the previous question ie. Question 11 O6what
aspectsoft he buil dings that Day Opportunities wil!/
loaded or biased:

fi | dudarstand question 11, unless you are trying to get people to agree with you and we don't.
We don't need them, all you have to do is to look after our Day Care bettero .

fiQuestion 11 is a diversion tactic. We need to co
give officers the 'thumbs up' to turn everything up-side-downa




5.11 Agreement that Community Hubs should be located in large towns

All respondents were asked whether they agree that Community Hubs should be located in
the large towns of Buckinghamshire.

Almost two in five (37%) agree that they should, whilst around a quarter (24%) disagree.
Around one in six (16%) say they are not sure and a further 23% did not provide a response
for this question.

Figure 10: Respondent agreement that Community Hubs should be located in the large
towns of Buckinghamshire (All respondents)

Not sure
16%

Disagree
24%

Agree
37%

Not provided
23%

Unweighted sample base: 755

Considering subgroups, users of Day Services (44%), representatives of service users
(41%) and carers (38%) were more likely to agree that Community Hubs should be located
in large towns.

In terms of age, younger respondents (those aged up to 49) were more likely to agree that
Community Hubs should be located in large towns (56%). Male respondents (53%) and
those with a disability (51% cf. 39% of those without) were also more likely to agree.

The oldest respondent group (those aged 80+) were the most likely to saythey wer e 6n
sured (28%).

Perhaps unsurprisingly, respondents who live in towns were more likely to agree that Hubs
should be located in large towns (53%), whilst those living in the countryside (34%) were
more likely to disagree.

5.12 Comments on Community Hubs

Respondents who disagreed that Community Hubs should be located in large towns were
asked to say why they felt this way. Nine in ten (90%) of those who disagreed at the
previous question provided a response (21% of the total sample).

A number of respondents stated outright that they disagreed with the concept of the Hubs:

Al do not want the services to change. They are w
Community Hubs should be opened at all o



Some respondents felt that the Hubs as a concept would betoo6bi g and jampber so
many stated that service users would prefer the smaller, local type of provision that is
currently offered within the county:

AThey will be situated away from | ocal communitie
authoritarian, in fact everything that | arge orga
AfHuge Dbuil dings ar e-mmaony tchlei ebnetsst dnasyl itkoe gcor owd s,

Many respondents also expressed concerns about how service users would be transported
to Hubs, and felt that asking service users to travel long distances to access services would
be impractical and unfair:

ATransporting people with disabilities is a major
a hub. A long time travelling means less time at a hub - is it worth it? More specialist transport
requiredi i e . not many vehicles have space for more th

There were a variety of concerns in relation to increased travel times, including
inconvenience to service users, carers and volunteers; service users being uncomfortable on
long journeys; toilet needs being taken into account; the costs to the service users of being
transported (especially with éemoval of Swan Riderd; costs to the Council of providing
appropriate or specialist transport (ie. that transport needs to be wheelchair accessible); and
the needs of this group for stability.

Service users themselves also expressed concerns about travelling:

il am el derly and attend my | ocal d @ryattemmetnottravel wi t h
into towno

Some respondents felt that usage of Day Services would decline as a result of extended

travel times to Hubs, with vulnerable people missing out on care as they chooseto6 st ay pu't
at h gather &han travel long distances to services; this was considered to be the case
particularly for service users in rural areas, and for those living in the north of
Buckinghamshire who would have to travel furthest to reach the Hubs:

AUsers of rur al |l ocati omisc&i 0 suffer a reduction
AFrom Buckingham our nearest hub will be Ayl esbur
advantaged by the I ong drivebo

AfWe are too far north in Buckingham to use them. oo

Finally, a number of respondents felt it was unfair that implementation of Community Hubs
may provide greater levels of service in some areas than in others:

=1}

Everyone should have the same opportunities whet




5.13 Whether Community Satellites should be provided in geographical
extremes of Buckinghamshire

All respondents in the survey were asked whether they agree that Community Satellites
should provide a service in the geographical extremes of Buckinghamshire (for example
Buckingham and Burnham).

Around two in five (42%) agreed, whilst just over one in ten disagreed (12%). One in five
(20%) said they were O6not sureb6, and a furthe
this question.

Figure 11: Respondent agreement that Community Satellites should provide a service in the
geographical extremes of Buckinghamshire (All respondents)

Not sure
20%

Agree

Disagree
42%

12%

Not provided
26%

Unweighted sample base: 755

In terms of age, those aged 60-69 were significantly more likely than either younger or older
respondents to disagree that Community Satellites should provide a service in the
geographical extremes of Buckinghamshire (22%). Respondents without a disability were
also more likely to disagree (17%).

Considering user groups, respondents who are users of Day Services were more likely to
agree that Satellites should provide a service in the geographical extremes of
Buckinghamshire (47%), whilst representatives of organisations were more likely than other

A

groupstosaytheywer e 6not sured (29%).

In terms of geographic location, those who live in towns were more likely to say they agree
(55%) with this statement, whilst those living in the countryside were more likely to say they
wer e 06r@3%).sur e

5.13.1 Comments on Community Satellites

Respondents who disagreed that Community Satellites should be located in geographical
extremes of Buckinghamshire were asked to say why they felt this way. Nine in ten (89%) of
those who disagreed at the above question (Question 15) provided a response, which
represents 11% of the total sample.

Some respondents simply stated outright that they disagreed with the concept of Community
Satellites, including those who thought that the terminology was unsuitable for describing
Day Services facilities. A number of respondents also stated that there was no need for



Satellites as existing services were adequate, and this includes those who felt that, as stated
elsewhere in this report, existing facilities could be updated rather than replaced:

=1}

This proposal ignores the seisttuati on of existing
il feel that most of the present buildings should

Many respondents felt that the location of facilities in geographical extremes of the county
was inappropriate due to extra travelling that would be necessary for most service users.
Service users expressed dissatisfaction with the idea of travelling long distances to services,
as well as travelling to new and unfamiliar places outside their communities:

ifiThe reason again for disagr eei ng nearerhdamie aherelwillwo ul d
not feel too disturbed about getting home easily. | do not know these areas of Buckinghamshire and
Burnham very well and getting to know new places

This was related to the idea of the 6 ¢ 0 mmuaspedt pféDay Services. Throughout the
consultation some service users have mentioned that one of the things they most enjoy
about Day Services is the chance to catch up with friends and people who are familiar to
them, and for many this involves catching up on local news and activities; some respondents
felt that if travelling to a different community, 6despi t e the good service
and | ocal activities [would be]l. off Iimits to

Other respondents mentioned that in practical terms, it would be difficult to travel to the
6geographical extremesdéd of the county wusing p
rural areas. This was especially the case with Burnham, as a number of respondents felt

that Burnhamwas 6 r i g h't o n and difécultiooaccdss fordmost services users, and it

would be more practical to locate a Satellite in a more central area:

culties fwandpeopl e

ifiBecause of the transport diffi
l'y to Bur nham, al so

train |links are poor especi al

A main theme within responses was that respondents disagreed with Community Satellites
being o6l ocated in geographical @ xthere showds be o f B
provision all/l over tadil mrgecvilagesinyall tovans should kageaDays e 6
Ca r eMany respondents expressed a preference for the type of small, local community

provision that is currently available, rather than the reduced number of facilities described in

Day Opportunities:

Ail't does not matter wher e <lagermumberdofsmallerungd withodte s ar
community hubs would be a much better way to move forward. Helping people within their own
communit y i s whatodés needed and wanted by themo

5.14 Location of Community Bases

Respondents were informed within the survey that Community Bases could be located
anywhere in the county where there is a need. They were asked if they thought there should
be a Community Base in a particular location in the county, and if so where, and why.




The majority of respondents mentioned areas in the county where Day Services centres
were already located, expressing that 6 e x i buildingsgalready provide local community
basesoband that these facilities should be retained if possible, for example:

iDenham Green has already got a very good buildin
where it is. o0
Al think you have an excellent | ocati t-i®USEOoNhy a com

|l ook any further?9

As well as Denham Green and Seeleys House, other facilities that were mentioned in this
way include Bourne End, Princes Risborough, Chesham Endeavour Centre, Well Street in
Buckingham, Flackwell Heath, Amersham Stokebury Centre and Burnham Day Care Centre.

Some respondents mentioned areas in the county where they thought Bases should be
located, either because there was no current provision there, because the location was well
situated geographically for service users to access, or because there were large numbers of
service users (ie. elderly residents) living there.

fiBeaconsfield. The services user | support |4 ves
We have to go into Wycombe which isnét always pra

fi Wislow - because it already has experience of providing these services and is approx equi-distant
from Buckingham and Ayl esburyo

As well as Beaconsfield and Winslow, other locations mentioned for these types of reasons
include:

e Amersham;

e Aylesbury;
e Brill;
e Chalfonts;

e Chesham;
e Gerrards Cross;
e Great Missenden;

e Haddeham;
e Heath End;
e Marlow;

e Prestwood;
e Quainton;

e Wendover.

A number of respondents suggested locations for Community Bases on the basis of existing
buildings that might be suitable for providing this type of facility, for example:

AfiThe village community centre or the football clu
service to the elderly people of the village and

AfOne near Gerrards Cr oss é. guew®the Hodpiyal thene orGdngthed ont St
Church Hall or Guides Hut in Gerrards Cross, or |



However, these types of suggestions were infrequent and the respondents mentioning
possible locations were in the minority.

5.15 Preferred options for transformation of services

Within the survey, respondents were given a number of options for Day Services and were
asked which option they prefer. The options were:

e Option 1: 2 Community Hubs + 2 Community Satellites (plus Thrift Farm) + Community
Bases (no upper limit).

e Option 2: 3 Community Hubs + 2 Community Satellites (plus Thrift Farm) + Community
Bases (no upper limit).

Less than one in ten (7%) respondents said they preferred Option 1, whilst close to three in
ten (28%) preferred Option 2. A further one in five said they were dot sure6(19%) and a
similar proportion (18%) preferred another option. Close to three in ten (28%) respondents
did not provide a response.

Figure 12: Respondentso6 preferred optpomdenss) f or Day Ser v

Option 1
Option 2 28%
Notsure

Other

Not provided 28%

nweighted sample base: 755

Levels of preference were unsurprisingly higher for both options amongst those who
expressed overall agreement with the Counci
amongst this group preference was stronger for Option 2 (39%) than Option 1 (18%).
Amongstt hose who di sagr eed wdnly 306 exphessed@pnefarencel fad s
Option 1, and 20% a preference for Option 2.

Users of Day Services were significantly more

they prefer (27%), when compared with other groups. Representatives of service users and
carers were more likely than other groups to prefer Option 2 (36% and 35% respectively) or
to say they preferred another option (23% and 22% respectively). Representatives of
organisations were also more likely to prefer another option (28%).

In terms of age, younger respondents were more likely than older groups to prefer Option 2
(40% of those aged up to 49, and 44% of those aged 50-59), whilst respondents in the

ol dest age group (aged 80+) were more |ikely

those with a disability (28%). Respondents aged 60-69 (32%) were more likely to say they



prefer another option, and similarly for those without a disability (29%).

Considering geography, respondents living in towns (40%) were more likely to say they
prefer Option 2, whilst those living in the countryside (27%) were more likely to prefer
another option.

5.16 Other options suggested for transformation of Day Services

=1}

Respondents who said they preferred another option for transformation of Day Services at
the above question (18% of the total sample) were asked to specify what that was.

Many respondents in this group stated that

keep existing services as they are with no changes, or to keep existing buildings but make
additional improvements to the facilities:

ifiLeave it as it is! | mprove the buildings so

A number of respondents suggested having
the county; many felt that three would not be enough and suggested that the number be
increased.

A small number of respondents also felt that an alternative option would be to test the
concept of the Day Opportunities model with one building or service before transforming
across the whole county:

fProve the concept through a pilot project. If successful, move forward based on results of pilot
project.o

5.17 Further comments on proposed options

il

Finally, respondents were asked if they had any further comments to make about the
proposed options.

As with other open-ended questions in the survey, a number of respondents expressed their
outright disagreement with the plans to transform Day Services:

OBJECT most strongly to BCC's options for

Whilst many more mentioned that one of the options should be to keep existing services,
because respondents felt satisfied with them and because it did not seem economical to
remove them:

Neither optieonThe aptépnhnablb retain the status

a

t h

chan

AiCarry on using existing resources. I l' i ke where
caring. We have lotsofact i vi ti es and wide range of servi

As before, a number of respondents perceived problems with the options that have been
proposed by the Council, in terms of how they will work in practice. Some respondents
stated that the proposed number of Hubs would not be sufficient, and there should be at
least three Hubs in the county, if not more:

fiDoes there have t-omoteeayaeducea traneltand@risuredhigilavbl gcilities

can

be accessed by those in all areas of the

ces C

Coun



Others expressed concerns about the concept of the Hubs more generally. As before, these

included concerns that shared facilities would not work in practice, dueto 6 di f f er ent S
users hav[ing] vandnotwanitiigftoenmixdetweengewstthadadéadul t s  wi
complex needs and older people are vulnerable6 and i ntegrating them w
community will put them at risk; and lastly there was a preference for small, local facilities,

rather than the larger, more centralised facilities offered within Hubs:

=1}

The overriding importance is to have centres nea

Furthermore, several respondents expressed concerns about the economic sustainability of
the options, in terms of whether Day Opportunities would actually produce savings within the
adult social care budget:

ot

How can this option be cost effective. . .it wild.l
rchitects etc cost! ! 2?20

Q

Some respondents perceived problems with the options in terms of how they had been
developed, and how they were being presented by the Council, especially within the
consultation document.

A number of respondents stated that options presented within the questionnaire eg. Option 1

and 2 were not significantly differentiated and instead were 6 var i ati ons on, the
which led to suspicionsthat BCC 6 have already decided what is
consultation its just a formalityo

AiThis proposal rather comes across as ndcanhatlirpe pr o
changed/influenced - Options that give a significant choice in service style would be more
meaningful . o

Some respondents expressed a requirement for further information, firstly in terms of
existing services bei ng,byjtasoiptenns a gropdsedroptions forf or p
Day Opportunities, as some stated they 6 wo u |l d é . have | iked more de
i nf or me d Somé redpaneéedts were confused in particular about the mention of Thrift

Farm within the consultation document:

AnWhat i mportance to Thrift Farm? No one has been

In addition, respondents expressed concerns about the language that had been used within
the document, stating that it was 6 j a r g preinfoscing tlisbwas the fact that some service
users stated they had failed to understand what was being said:

=1}

The plans have been explained to me but the word
nderstand how it will affect meo

c




6 Findings from consultation meetings

As stated in the introduction of this report, 123 public consultation events have been held by
Buckinghamshire County Council across the county during the consultation period (please
see master spreadsheet available in Appendix 3 of this document). This section will outline
some of the key themes arising from meetings.

6.1 Service User Meetings

Numerous meetings were held with service users of various Day Centres, although usually
with other individuals present as well as users themselves eg. carers, providers, staff,
volunteers and visitors, so there was some overlap between these types of meetings and
public meetings described in the following sections of this report.

Although these types of meetings were held with all client groups including elderly and
disabled individuals, those with disabilities were somewhat less able to communicate
verbally and so were also consulted separately via the TalkBack service. TalkBack
consulted with people with learning disabilities about the possible changes to their day
services, speaking to over 300 people, including those who live quite independently and
people with complex needs and to support staff, to find out how they thought changes would
affect service users. BMG Research was provided with the TalkBack report (available in
Appendix 5); however, the meeting notes provided to BMG were weighted in quantity of
content towards consultation with the elderly. Thi s was firstly a resul't
numerical dominance in the Day Care population, but also to some extent related to the
greater capabilities of this group to communicate verbally at meetings.

There were also various meetings held on behalf of service users with advocacy groups or
support organisations, for example with faith groups or BME advocacy groups.

6.1.1 Keythemes and topics

The key themes raised at service user meetings were, for the most part, the same as those
raised elsewhere in this report eg. arising from questionnaire and from written feedback.
There were certain themes that were similar across different client groups, including:

e Praise for currentservices6 We ar e treated fantasti@aadhg he

descriptions of the wide variety of services that are valued by service userseg. il c an
have a shower here, have my hair done, get books from the mobile library and have the
district nurse visito , f or tahded oeid, skesory, lyeing outside, water play,

massage, getti ng oforthosewith disabditiesy thereewasatsa prais®
for6dedi cat ed sdarad fthi;rel ess

e Pleas for services tWhyfix eomething if itassnot brokenp i &/hye i e .
have you stopped my day care? I Il ove coming
my friends? Why must | be in my flat by myself? What have | done wro n g Re@ardless
of client group many service users expressed dislike for change;

e There were worries about the future of Day Services and there are nhumerous questions
about proposed changes, rangi ng Whatwllrhappeme gen
about transport?; Will we still have a meal?; What will it cost; will we be able to afford it in
SDS; Will | get my special food as | have allergies?; Will there be opportunity to sit
guietly and sijt and play cards?0o



6.1.2

Concerns that important links and relationships will be lost if care is moved out of the
c o mmu n i ffthey elase thefcentre what will happen to the staff | have known for

y e a riss@nte feel that care will sufferas aresulteg.6 bi gger ugadngtepickr e no
up individual needs or recognise when my mot

Concerns for respite, and that carers will suffer if respite is ho longer available;

Concerns over transport, with all groups expressing that current services are easy to

access and having to travel longer distances would be an inconvenienceeg.it he amoun
of time we spend on the coach is very import

Concern about o6transformationdé peri ofdWherde t h

arewegoingt o go whil st all the changes are being

Residents feel itis nonsensicalto6 k nock t hi s place down and bu
particularly in current economic climate and cannot understand how this will save money

fis it wise to be spending milionswhen we shoul d be saving mone:
There is a view that funding from sale of Day Centres must go back into Day Services or

adult social care;

A feeling that the whole 6transformationd pr

than to improve services;

Many feel it is wrong to make cuts within adult socialcareandé6 penal i se t he vul
or those who are unable to speak for themselves;

Issues with consultation processeg.61 t hi nk they have already m
they are goingto do sowhatwesay wi | | not ma KThereaare gonagrnsf f er e n

that the Councilisnot6 r e a | | y and issuds &ith iugalglity of consultation document
and questionnaire;

Requests for further information eg. 6 i
seen t hieom& i s hard

comment
t hemo.

t i s hard to
to visualise

Any differences by client groups

on

t h

There were a number of minor differences in terms of different client groups; it should be
noted that these are not the only issues that apply to each of these groups but rather the
issues that were mentioned in meetings that have not been mentioned above or elsewhere

in this report:

6.1.2.1 Elderly people

e Elderly people felt the proposalswere6 ge ar ed at

themeg. A Wh y
l eafl et t
I just wa

e There were also concerns for the elderly in terms of them having @ a i d

o6wor ked a

y and nogrelevanpt@ o p | e o
am | being offkbeerdl gamnign;timfgecei gkgi
hey say they will teach cooking, de
nt to come to a place where | can b
out al | ou
and t hr oughmahytstatedwar an

[ 1 our | i ves

that they deserved to receive the best possible service;
e Many elderly service users spoke movingly of the isolation the Day Centres prevented

them from
speaking
woul d be

experi enci ng would gorfor thewholepayavitheua y i ng t
tif they didh notoatteaddDay Services - d¢f we did not come here we
|l ooking at four wall sé.




6.1.2.2 Service users with disabilities

e Carers and staff felt that service users with autism A wo u | d nwath a écdor-poegps
up, as they required structure, and those responsible for this group feel it is important this
is taken into consideration;

e Bucks Vision (a support organisation for visually impaired) were concerned that visually
impaired people are not being provided for currently and will not be suited to Hubs - it
was felt this group has specialist requirements that are different from other disabilities;

e Although proposals seem to apply to some groups, they apply to a lesser extent to others
ie. the least physically ableeg.is ome peopl e who may want to di
community are not really able to do soo0;

e Service users with complex needs have different requirements in terms of equipment and
facilities, and there are concerns as to how these will be provided within proposed
buildings, as well as concerns relating to accessibility.

6.1.2.3 Service users with mental iliness

¢ A number of individuals with mental health issues stated they are uncomfortable with
mixing with the general public as they perceived to be proposed within Hubs and Bases.

6.1.2.4 Cultural issues

e There are also various cultural issues to consider eg. service users from ethnic minorities
may wish to receive services separately, and these need to be designed with respect for
religious practices (these issues were infrequently mentioned but clearly important for the
Council to consider).

6.2 Public Meetings and LAFs

There were also a number of meetings held specifically for members of the public, as well as
briefings provided to the Local Area Forums. However, as with service user meetings, public
meetings were also attended by those involved with services eg. service users and their
carers, representatives of organisations, local authority representatives, so again there was
some overlap with other meetings.

Again, similar themes were raised, including:

e Many individuals feel that two or three Hubs will not be enough; there are also concerns
that Hubs will not be appropriate format for providing quality care eg. there are concerns
over mixing different groups of clients;
e Concerns about transportation and how this will be addressed, and that this will lead to
services becoming too expensive for service users;
e Some are also concerned about increasing costs to individuals at the same time as
implementing Self-Directed Support and whether users will be able to cope with this;
e Links with the community and relationships builtup@ r ound t he \Dilabglost;ent r e
e Concernovercosts;6 how wi | | t he new? clethntwas fbel tf | thlaantc
informationé has so far been | acking eg, the
be made from sale of Day Centres, and how much new buildings will cost i also worries
over whether proposals will be affected by forthcoming budget cuts;
¢ Residents are concerned that BCC has not confirmed whether money from sale of
centres will be ring-fenced for adult social care;



e Concernsthatt he o6transformationdé will fail, reside
schemes that have failed in the past;
¢ Individuals have a range of questions about the details of the proposals and would like
further information on a number of aspects i some feel there is a lack of clarity in the
consultation document.
e Issues of location: residents feel they need more information on where exactly sites will
be located; some are concerned that there will be limited provision in the North and
South ofthe county,compar ed t o what ileavingaheckefratoiof of f er e
people without a facility.d
e Concerns over the consultation methodology eg. pre-consultation phase did not consult
with enough individuals to be representative, not given enough time for consultation
p e r i dedksion hés already been maded and some feel there was not enough notice
given for meetings;

6.3 Staff consultations

In addition, a number of consultations were held specifically with staff. However, analysis of
notes from staff consultations has not been included in this report because the Council has
employed other mechanisms for obtaining the views of staff.




7 Findings from written feedback

As described in the methodology section of this report, a number of letters and emails have

been received by Buckinghamshire County Counc
Consultation. This section of the report will attempt to summarise the feedback received in

terms of key themes.

7.1 Feedback from members of the public

BCC also received a large number of letters and emails from members of the public in

various capacities 1 as carers, volunteers, friends and relatives or other representatives of

service users and as service users themselves. The majority of these related to specific

centres based in the county, wher e the correspondence was wri't
closure.

Within the total of letters and emails received, almost forty were written to protest the
proposed closure of the Bourne End Day Centre, over thirty were received in protest of the
closure of Adult Day Centre and Red Cross Centre in Princes Risborough and almost twenty

letters and emails were received that specificallypr ot est ed the ¢l osume of
addition, BCC also received feedback opposing the closure of a number of other centres,
including a dozen relating to the Red Cross Centre in Denham, and smaller numbers in
relation to Hartwell Day Centre, the Haddenham Red Cross Centre, the Red Cross Centre in
Buckingham, Winslow Centre and the Well Street Centre, amongst others.

In spite of relating to different centres, there were common themes mentioned across this
group of letters and emails, including:

e Centres were spoken of positively and highly praised for their work, with service users
and carers describing the services that are particularly valued at the centres eg. meals,
acti vi twioemd,e r tf had mény aherfagpects of services; generally all facilities
mentioned in the feedback were felt to be well used, much appreciated and strongly
suppo;rtedo

e Many individuals could not understand why their local Day Centre had been described as
unfit for purpose, as this was contradictory to their experience of it. They felt that
removing current services was nonsensical, and it would be possible to build on current
facilities rather than remove them; many felt existing Day Centres should be kept on as
Hubs or Satellites, being already well equipped to provide services;

e There was a feeling that service users should be looked after by and within the
community, and a dislike of service users having to travel outside of the local area; there
were concerns for practical reasons eg. cost, journey time, as well as with taking them
away fromnds and acquaintances wlldmltumdyy el s\e
known si nc ewith $eivicedusers oging out as they decline to attend and
become isolated, or are forced to enter care homes;

e Many stated that work carried out by local people to maintain services at current Day
Centres eg. volunteering, financial help, would cease if centres were moved outside the
community, and that once lost this level of community support could not be replaced;

e Local people felt angry that the Council was making cuts within adult social care and this

activity wasseenasopenal i s[ing] those members of the
opposed: 61t is a sad reflection on ondhdaybs
l'ist of the Council 6s cost cutting exercise



e There were also felt to be a number of significant problems with the consultation
methodology. These included, but were not limited to, the views that:

0 The consultation period was too short overall for the Council to consult
sufficiently;

o It was inappropriate to consult during the summer when many people were
unavailable;

0 There were questions about the pre-consultation period in terms of who exactly
was included and how proposals were developed,;

o0 Various stakeholders (including carers, families, parish and town councils) had
not been sufficiently informed about the consultation in terms of meetings etc.
and some have not received further information that they have asked for;

0 The consultation document was lacking in information, particularly in terms of
specific details on the plans;

0 There were questions about the impatrtiality of the Talk Back service, and;

0 The questionnaire was skewed and contained loaded questions.

In addition, there were a number of points made that related specifically to certain Day
Centres, which can be summarised as follows:

7.1.1.1 Bourne End

e Within feedback, it was stated thatthe 6 p u r 4 @ $Bburné End Day Centre was the
initiative of local residents themselves, who raised £45,000 to open the facility with
equi pment donated by 1l ocal charities; thi

Soci e prgpdsedby current Governmenté6t o get people involved

and to support their local need s &ocal people also expressed the view that the Council
has no right to take away what they worked to build - dhe residents of Bourne End own
this day centrebo

e I't was felt that Bourne End is already somew
location in a complex containing various community facilities eg. the Library, and also
due to links built up between the c¢entwile
facilities for the elderly, | ocal atgpaliantd s
many | ocal volunteerso.

7.1.1.2 Princes Risborough

e Within feedback related to the Princes Risborough area it was felt that plans to close the
Adult Day Care Centre and the Red Cross Centre were strongly opposed by all members

of the I ocal communi ty,paarkde dl etutbdin the tomeefed ri enrgod
where6every member of the 200 imerts drnshej]n ptrhoe ots

e There was also a feeling that the Council should have asked for help within the local
Princes Risborough community; several examples were provided of local people pulling

together to raise funds, s us@hurehsaisingnonegtongr eg

& efurbish the churcho.

7.1.1.3 Seeleys House

e Considering feedback related to Seeleys House the main theme was significant concern
for the severely disabled users of this facility - there were concerns that many ideas
mentioned in proposals eg. service users attending college, would be irrelevant for this
group; there were also concerns that Hubs would be too large for them to cope with and



that mixing with other types of service users would be inappropriate. Carers also
expressed concerns about how respite would be provided in future;

e Carers also expressed concern about making changes to current services at Seeleys
House in terms of mental and physical impact they feared this would have on the most
vulnerable service users. Carers also mentioned the importance of relationships
between users and staff (in some cases formed over many years) particularly where the
service user has little communication, and they were anxious as to how this level of
personal care would be retained.

7.2 Petitions by members of the public

By 6" September 2010, the Council had also received a number of written petitions that
specifically opposed a number of the proposed closures.

7.2.1.1 Seeleys House

BCC received a petition with 1,035 signatures protesting the proposed closure of Seeleys
House. The main points of the petition were as follows:

e A belief that Seeleys House is special because of its caring and secure environment,
and the presence of staff who are understanding;
e Dismay over the proposals for replacing existingDay Centres by &édhubsdé
designed to cater for a wide range of clients with varying needs;
e Concern to ensure the clients of Seeleys House continue to get the opportunities they
deserve in facilities that are fit for purpose;
e Concern over the proposed size of the hubs and satellites as evidenced in the baseline
concepts;
e A belief that there is scope to develop the Seeleys site in order to maintain and develop
the level of service provided, rather than to replace it with alternative provision.

7.2.1.2Bourne End Day Centre

BCC received a petition signed by 1,225 6r esi dent s of Bourne End,
Wooburn Green pl us a,whawisbed to deimonetrate thir odpasitiod to
the proposed closure of Bourne End Day Centre.

7.2.1.3 Princes Risborough Adults Day Centre and Red Cross Centre

BCC received 3,090 signatures, plusc|l ose to 200 o6pro formad | ett
the two centres in Princes Risborough. The main points of the pro forma letter were as
follows:

e The building is well maintained and equipped, and local residents provide voluntary
support which will be lost if the centre is closed;
e The centre provides a wide range of support and has a variety of facilities available for
service users;
e The centre is well used and accessible via walking, and meets the objectives set out for
Day Services in the consultation document;
e A 6survey of Princes Risboroughd shows that
inadequate in comparison to the existing facilities;
e Closing the centres will lead to increased isolation of elderly and disabled people, as well
as an increased burden on carers.



Each of these pro forma letters was signed by a local person including one signed by the
Town Councillor.

7.2.1.4 Hartwell Day Centre

BCC also received a petition O6to save Hartwell
people who wanted to 6 ma ke it known t hat we want to sav
services we receive thereb.

7.2.1.5Red Cross Day Centre in Amersham

In addition, close to fifty signatures were received fromagroupofé el derl 'y peopl e w
want changes to the services tehtingtotBaRekGosCount y
Day Centre in Amersham.

7.2.1.6 Well Street and Red Cross Day Centres, Buckingham

In addition, BCC has informed BMG that there were 2,575 signatures collected to protest the
closure of the Well Street and Red Cross Day Centres in Buckingham.

7.2.1.7 Hillcrest Day Centre

Following the closure of the consultation, a petition was also received by BCC in relation to
Hillcrest Day Centre, which was signed by 147 people.

7.2.2 Feedback from organisations and partnerships

There were also a number of letters received from local organisations and partnerships,
including formal responses from District Councils, Town Councils and Parish Councils, as
well as from local advocacy and support organisations. There were around fifteen letters
received by BCC and passed to BMG that were analysed for this section, and there were
also individual responses from local councillors.

Key themes from these letters included the views that:

¢ Buckinghamshire County Council has a good opportunity within the current environment
to devVel op odserpiaes, and fallg dilise existing assets;
e There is approval in terms of the idea of providing service users with choice, but concern
that this is irrelevant for some less able individuals;
e Whether a move to SDS will be suitable for all types of service users and whether they
willbe able to afford the new s eriwisde susd fnfge rt ehce
personal budgets;
e There are concerns about what exactly is being proposed and some feel they would
benefit from further information on specific aspects eg. when it is happening; where
exactly Hubs, Satellites and Bases etc. will be located; what services will be available in
hubs and how exactly services will be distributed by care groups;
e There is greater support for three Hubs than two, and some reiterated that the Hubs
should be located in areas of greatest need;
e Hubs will be appropriate for more able service users but there will remain a significant
group of those with more complex needs whorequire 6 st r uct ured and supp:
and this applies specifically to users of Seeleys House;



e There are concerns as to how Bases will be adapted for disabled clients ensuring
accessibility;
e Transport remains a concern and needs to be addressed, particularly while future of
Swan Rridmrai s uinterms of how tradsport will be funded and
environmental impact; there are also concerns that increasing transport will lead to lower
demand for services, reduced access and decreased availability of respite care;
e A6Pat hfinder Demand Led Transport Projecto i
transport needs that could be better joined up, for benefit of this and other client groups;
e Thesense of omhnmowrent Day@entres is thought to prevent isolation and
moves into residential care, particularly for the elderly, and there are fears that this will
be lost if services are moved elsewhere;
¢ It was stated that volunteering is presently focused on Day Centres and there were
concerns as to how levels of volunteering can be maintained;
e Some centres, in particular the Well Street Centre in Buckingham, are used by numerous
other organisations to as a venue for their activities, and these organisations have stated
theywouldlosead v al u a bl eif centres wanertccclose;
e Financial pressures are a concern, as to how
maintained in a difficult financial climate;
e There is a feeling among local residents that selling existing buildings is nonsensical, and
some feel it makes more sense to utilise existing resources;
e There are concerns about proceeds of sale not being ring fenced for adult social care;
e Concerns over the management of service transformation, considering that new services
should be in place before current services are removed, as well as service users being
averse to change;
e Concerns about the consultation methodology - including that the title is insensitive eg.
Ocesutt ting should not be dresangdthattng as servic
guestionnaire was O6skewed6é or contained | oad

7.2.3 Input from LINk

The Buckinghamshire Local Involvement Network (LINK), a network of people and
organisations 6 wor ki ng together t o mak e healt h and
Buc ki ng h aamsspublished & report on 3 September summarising the feedback they

had gathered with regard to the consultation.

The LINk has played a significant role throughout the consultation, encouraging residents to
respond to it, feeding back on the draft consultation document, publicising the consultation
(through weekly e-bulletins, website, Twitter and Facebook), attending events, receiving
emails and calls, and discussing the consultation in person or via a range of events.

Their findings very much reflect the issues outlined in this report, and can be summarised as
follows:

7.2.4 Reasons for change

e There is a general recognition that there is a need for the Council to re-evaluate all its
services given the current financial climate, to ensure that it offers residents the best
value for money, however there is a concern that the motivation to save money could
outweigh the needs of vulnerable people and their carers;

e The condition of current building stock has also been cited as a reason for the need to
change, but there is concern over the validity of the independent assessment of the stock



given many feel specific premises included within this assessment are more than
adequate;

The changing needs of service users has also been cited as a driver of change, and
many people relish the idea that more able bodied users would have more varied
opportunities, particularly with the introduction of Self Directed Support. However there is
concern that community-led services would not be appropriate for the most vulnerable
service users, and that such services would need to rely on a strong volunteer workforce.

7.2.5 The consultation process

Concerns have been raised with regard to the scope of the pre-consultation process
which did include service users from all care groups and a number of carers, but which is
perceived not to have included service users with a higher level of need, nor to have
been to each of the 22 centres with questions;

The LINK highlights the efforts made by BCC to publicise the proposals, whilst
acknowledging that some residents felt this could have been improved. It also mentions
that some people did have issues with the terminology used, and that elements of the
consultation document were somewhat misleading, particularly with regard to the
proposed locations of the sites.

7.2.6 Data quality

The LINk report highlights some concerns with the quality of the data underpinning the
forecasts of service use and the consequent requirements for facilities.

7.2.7 Hub and Satellite Proposal

While many people are optimistic about the quality of the new facilities, there have been
concerns expressed over the size and capacity of the Hubs and Satellites, the mixing of
different client groups, and their potential to be too impersonal.

7.2.8 Selling of land/buildings and funding

There are concerns that the Council will not be ring-fencing money raised during the
process for provision of Day Services, that the market situation advocates a delay in
selling off land and property, and over whether the plans are financially viable in any
case.

7.2.9 Self Directed Support (SDS)

The LINK report recognises that the volatile situation within local government means the
introduction of SDS was unavoidable, but does comment on the additional complexity the
launch of this has generated, and expresses the concern over whether the SDS
approach will provide sufficient funds for users under the proposals.

7.2.10 Transport

Transport has been identified as a key issue with the proposals, particularly given the
problems with the Swan Rider service, and the LINk feels further consideration should be
given to the consequences of moving to the new model of delivering services.



7.2.11 Staffing

e The LINk report highlights concerns regarding staff redundancies, and also questions
how savings can be made to staffing under the new model.




8 Local press and online

This section of the report describes the media reaction and coverage of the consultation and
the issues surrounding it. A total of 31 press/online cuttings were supplied to BMG
Research by BCC, from a number of sources including:

¢ BBC News Website;

e Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser;
e Buckingham Advertiser Online;

e Bucks Free Press;

e Bucks Herald;

e Mix96;

e thisislocallondon.co.uk.

The earliest cutting was dated 2™ June and the most recent 10" Se pt ember |, and t|
Your Say6 consultation was mentioned in 23 of
letters to newspapers, including one from John Bercow MP and Buckingham Mayor Mike

Smith, and one from a Councillor for The Risboroughs, Skittle Green and Bledlow.

8.1.1 Overview of coverage

In summary, the earlier articles tended to express a more neutral position with regard to the
proposals, setting out the details and inviting responses to the consultation (of the 14
cuttings dated up to 29 June 11 were neutral in tone although the remaining 3 did express a
more negative perspective towards the proposed changes).

However, towards the middle of July the coverage did begin to express a more negative
position with regard to the proposals, focusing more on petitions and campaigns to stop the
possibility of closures of specific centres (of the 17 cuttings dated from 16 July, 14 were
more negative in tone, and 9 made mention of petitions against the proposals set out in the
consultation document).

There was some mention that the proposals were a foregone conclusion regardless of the
outcomes of the consultation process (eg.t he process was Onhot sSo0 muc
fait a ,cBuakingpbami add Winslow Advertiser 16.07.10). However on this occasion,

and on two subsequent occasions, reports also included reference to council
representatives?o reassurances t hat no deci si
consultation was complete, and the responses to it analysed in detail.

The consultation had been planned to conclude on 24™ August but a decision was made by

the Council to extend this to 6™ September. This was mentioned explicitly in two of the
Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser cuttings (13.08.10 and 20.08.10), the latter in a letter to

the paper from local MP John Bercow and Buckingham Mayor Mike Smith. John Bercow MP

also expressed strongsupport for the campaign to O6Save O
Buckinghamshire and Winslow Advertiser.

iOQur day centres provide a vital service to hundr
providing respite for carers. | congratulate the Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser on launching
this campaign and | support it 100 per cent . o (J

Advertiser 20.08.10)



The following extracts provide a flavour of the types of coverage exemplified by the cuttings.

8.1.1.1 Neutral

06Day centre closures to be debatedbo

6Buckinghamshirebés cabinet member for adults and
services. fiWe want peopleds views, especially tho
theircarers, what they would |Iike changed and what they
Website 02.06.10)

Care boss: day centre closures wild/|l make peopl
60The boss |l eading moves to axe council day <ctentre
more isolated. ............. The move is likely to concern some as it will leave OAPs and people with
l earning disabilities miles from their nearest <ce
is doing more for themselves if they are able to and the more they can do for themselves the more
independent they wil!/l be and the more fulfilling
and bosses have published a map showing where fut

Online 02.06.10)

6Fears of i sol at i on | adthedasyuseoépulilic neosey, bperatiag ootu t s
of 22 b (BudksiFrer BGrass (3.06.10)

080 per cent of day centres could close

0A huge shake up in care for Jveeeuvpda8apetcentaiadhy | t s an
centres close. .. ... ... .... AWe havendét pinpointed
business case after the consultation is over. We may build new buildings or refurbish them to a high
standard. 006 1(0B.uOc6k.sl OHebr al d

8.1.1.2 Negative

O6Hands off our vital day care centres!
6...... A petition drawn up by Buckingham Town Co
county council és consultation document, Having a

and pharmacists in the town last Friday, and has already gained hundreds of signatures.

And now the Advertiser is backing the town counci
save the townds two day centres. 6 (IBuckingham and

OProtestors fight to save day centreso

O6More than 3,000 signatures were handed in to a c¢
Ri sboroughdés day care centre which residents say
been overwhelmed by the support of our local community against these absurd proposals by Bucks

County Council to close our highly-v al ued nei ghbourhood day care faci
03.09.10)

OProtect our day centres: Town makes its voice
Morethan2,500 peopl e in Buckingham have put their name:
the townds two day centres. . . ... . .. ... ... I't has



centre may not have been given the opportunity to add their signatures i something which has been
strenuously denied by the county council. 6 (Bucki

0These absurd plans need to be rethought

6lt is with great regret that | write tobyprotest
Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) to close 22 day care centres, ......... However, with these
proposals they are hitting the most vulnerable in

Risboroughs, Skittle Green and Bledlow to Bucks Free Press 03.09.10)




9 Appendix 1: Profile of survey respondents

Sample Base 755
Ql. Areyou a ...

A user of Day Services 42%
A Carer 27%
A member of the general public 22%
The representative of a service user 13%
The representative of an organisation 11%
Someone who works in Day Services 8%

A relative of a service user 3%

A volunteer (no other detail) 1%
Previously employed in Day Services 1%

A retired person 1%

A member of Beaconsfield Town Council <0.5%
A DistrictCouncillor <0.5%
Other 4%

Sample Base

83

Q2. If you have told us you are a representative of an organisation please tell us which organisation ...

Age Concern 7%
British Red Cross 4%
Mencap 5%
Other 73%
No comment 12%

Sample Bases 755
Q21. What is your age?

18- 29years 2%
30-39 years 4%
40-49 years 11%
50-59 years 14%
60- 69 years 20%
70-79 years 14%
80- 89 years 12%
90 years and over 3%
Not provided 21%




Sample Bases 755
Q22. Are you ...

Female 54%
Male 24%
Not provided 22%

SampleBases 755
Q23. How would you describe your ethnic origin?

White British 71%
Pakistani 2%
White Irish 1%
Any other white background 1%
Caribbean <0.5%
African <0.5%
Mixed white and black Caribbean <0.5%
Mixed white and Asian <0.5%
Indian <0.5%
Any other Asian background <0.5%
Other ethnic group 1%
Not provided 24%

Sample Bases 755
Q24. Do you have a longtanding illness or disability?

Yes 36%
No 39%
Not provided 25%

Sample Bases 755
Q29. Do you live in ...

A town? 43%
Thecountryside? 31%
Not provided 25%




10 Appendix 2: Pre-consultation Service User and Carer engagement

Respondent Venue Date Number Of
Gl Respondents
Older People Hartwell Day Centre 4/11/09 45
Hartwell Day Centre 3//12/09 48
Age Concern 23/11/09 13
Monday Club

Summary themes in response to questions asked

Q. Do you understand why we need to change the way we deliver day opportunities?

Understands the need for change: Respondents who said they understood the need for
change were relatively few in number and nearly all felt that proposals for change were
cost saving measures.

Does not understand the need for change: Nearly all respondents did not understand the
need for change, could not see the case for change and were worried/frightened by the
prospect of change.

Q. What do you think about the ideas of the possible service model?

Mixing with different users groups: Some respondents were worried about receiving Day
Services alongside other service user groups. However, most did not mind sharing a
building provided activities were not mixed.

Extended hours: While some respondents welcomed the idea of extended hours others
stressed that older people do not like to go out in the evening and had visitors at
weekends.

No change: Nearly all respondents wanted no change to the current service model.

Confusion about the new service model: Most respondents found it difficult to
understand the new service model even when this was repeatedly explained.

Q. What are the important things about buildings?

Activities: Respondents want a place where they can undertake activities in small and
large group settings.

Bathrooms and toilets: Stress was repeatedly laid upon buildings having a sufficient
number of suitably adapted and clean toilets and bathrooms.

Access: The respondents places great emphasis on buildingsbeing6 di sabi | it
i.e. easy to use by people with poor mobility.

General environment: Nice views, comfortable chairs, a homely place to be were all
regarded as important features of buildings.




Q. What is it you like about the current service model?

Company: Most respondents referred to loneliness and the opportunity Day Services
gives them to meet with people similar to themselves and to have a social life.

Staff: This was an important theme. Respondents placed a high value on the staff group
who they valued an trusted.

Food: A significant number of respondents mentioned the importance of receiving a hot
meal. Research shows that many older people living alone in the community neglect to
feed themselves adequately.

Activities: Activities provided at Hartwell are enjoyed by respondents

Services: Comments received from respondents indicate that while they valued
hairdressing and assisted shopping services the ability to have a bath, see a chiropodist
or a nurse were more important.

Feeling Safe: Feeling safe was important to all respondents. While some were explicit
that Hartwell felt a safe place to be this view was implicit in the comments of nearly all
respondents.

Q. What would you do to improve the current service?

Nothing: Many respondents said that there was nothing that could be done to improve
the service provide by Hartwell Day Centre. Comments received included:iLov e |l vy
i s0. ANothi MdHatpyi wprnt dvehhat we haveo. #(

Attendance: A number of respondents wanted to be able to attend day services on more
days and saw this as a potential area of improvement.




Respondent Venue Date Number Of
Elroliy Respondents
Physical & Sensory | Partnership Board 27/11/09 & 6
Disabilities
Ex-Services Club 30//11/09 11

Summary themes in response to questions asked

Q. Do you understand why we need to change the way we deliver day opportunities?

Understands the need for change: Respondents all appeared to feel they understood
the need for change. The main drivers for change seen as SDS, demographic factors
and the inflexibility of the current service.

Q. What do you think about the ideas of the possible service model?

Desegregate services: Respondents wanted Day Opportunities that made use of
community resources, using a wide variety of venues.

Carers Issues and respite: Some respondents were keen to ensure that the service
model meets the needs of carers for respite while other stressed the importance of
service users having 6 s p aetweén themselves and their carers.

Resources: Some respondents stressed the need to invest more resources in
prevention.

Q. What are the important things about buildings?

An ordinary: Respondents want a place where they can undertake activities in small
and large group settings.

Location and Transport: Buildings should be on public transport routes and near town
centres

Access: Respondents wanted buildings that they could around without help or with as
little help as possible.

A regular space: Respondents wanted Day Opportunities to take place in, or from
buildings that they knew would have a long-term presence. However, they recognise
that this could take the form of a community facility.

Q. What are the important things about buildings?

An ordinary: Respondents want a place where they can undertake activities in small
and large group settings.




Location and Transport: Buildings should be on public transport routes and near town
centres

Access: Respondents wanted buildings that they could around without help or with as
little help as possible.

A regular space: Respondents wanted Day Opportunities to take place in, or from
buildings that they knew would have a long-term presence. However, they recognise
that this could take the form of a community facility.

Q. What is it you like about the current service model?

Choice: Respondents spoke of liking the freedom the current service model gives
them to exercise choice and control and use several different providers. People
making comments of this types appeared to be using Personal Budgets.

Respite for Carers: Respondents were grateful for

Access: Respondents wanted buildings that they could around without help or with as
little help as possible.

A regular space: Respondents wanted Day Opportunities to take place in, or from
buildings that they know will have a long-term presence. However, they recognise
that such buildings could take the form of a community facility.

Having somewhere to go: Service users comments indicated that a significant
proportion found that day services gave them a valuable reason for getting out of
their homes 1 it gives the somewhere to go.

Q. What would you do to improve the current service?

Extended hours: Respondents wanted a service that was not limited to day
opportunities. They wanted a more flexible service that was open during evenings
and at weekends.

Flexible services: The Creative Solutions appeared popular with some service users
who valued the way it networks resources.

Information: Respondents felt there need to be more information about services that
should be more accessible. One respondentsaid:Ai Bet t er i nf or mat
there, so the public are aware what is available to them if their needs warrant
support. o

Volunteers: Some respondents emphasised the need to promote volunteering to
widen opportunities and community contacts.

Empowerment: A number of service users spoke of the needs to give them more
power to make choices over their lives, of the supporting people with disabilities to
organise social and community events and of being able to actively promote
awareness of disability issues.




Respondent Group Venue Date Number Of

Respondents
Mental Health Stokebury Day 24/11/09 & 41
Centre
11//12/09 19

Benjamin Road

Age Concern
Monday Club

Summary themes in response to questions asked

Q. Do you understand why we need to change the way we deliver day opportunities?

Understands the need for change: Respondents who said they understood the need
for change were relatively few in number and nearly all felt that proposals for change
were cost saving measures. Some reference to service integration.

Q. What do you think about the ideas of the possible service model?

Using public spaces: some respondents expressed nervousness about how they
might be received treated when using facilities shared with the public. This concern
appeared to coincide with the view that people with mental health needs are
stigmatised.

Transport: Doubt was expressed that the transport issues that might arise with
transformation of Day Services have not been thought through.

No change: A strong body of respondent opinion wanted no change to service
provision with high levels of satisfaction expressed about the support they receive
and their support staff.

Confusion about the new service model: Most respondents found it difficult to
understand the new service model even when this was repeatedly explained.

Q. What are the important things about buildings?
Access: Respondents want buildings that are centrally located and easy to get to.

Activities: A number of respondents made clear that they regarded buildings as
places where they could undertake a wide range of activities.

General environment: Having an environment that is clean, tidy and fit for purpose
emerged as important in the course of the engagement.




Q. What have we missed?

Leisure: The service model was considered to pay insufficient attention to the leisure
needs of services users. Comments received emphasise films, games, outside
activities with small groups and exercise as important.

Training: Reference was made to basic life skills (e.g. cooking), budgeting and IT
training as not being sufficiently prominent in the service model.

Q. How can we make it better?

Transport: Respondents wanted more reliable transport, preferably with centres
having their own mini-buses.

Attendance: A number of respondents wanted to be able to attend day services on
more days and saw this as a potential area of improvement.

Trips out: Like other care groups, people with mental health needs frequently cited
more trips out as an improvement they would like to see made to service provision.

Training: see comments made with respect to training in response to the previous
guestion.

Information: Respondents what more and better information about what services are
available and on career advice. They asked that information sharing between
agencies /departments involved in Day Services is improved.

Q. What is it about the current service model that you like?

Socialising and Friendship: Respondents comments indicated that Day Services is
where they make and meet with friends. They stressed how they supported each
other and had common ground with other service users.

Staff: Staff were highly valued by a clear majority of respondents who praised their
commitment and understanding of their conditions.

Staff: Staff were highly valued by a clear majority of respondents who praised their
commitment and understanding of their conditions.

Activities and services: Respondents appeared to value the activities and service
they undertook in Day Services. They spoke of these as giving them self worth, about
enhancing their skills, opening the possibility of supported employment and
promoting a sense of self worth while providing an opportunity to talk about
problems.




Respondent Group Venue Date Number Of
Respondents

Learning Disabilities | Engagement with 24/11/09 & 63

people with learning

disabilities was

conducted on the

Council 0s

Talkback at a variety

of venues.
Summary Themes In Response To Questions Asked
Tal kbackds report (available from the auth
users who have a learning disability stresses the important role Day Service play in
promoting individual sé independence, sense

group rated Day Services very highly and no criticisms were reported. However, one
respondent spoke of being upset when fights occurred. Recurring emphasises is found
within respondents6 comments on the i mport

e Food;

e Supportive staff;

e Going out on trips;

¢ Doing things for themselves;

¢ Developing self-belief;

e Learning;

e Work experience;

e Carers.




Respondent Venue Date Number Of
Gl Respondents
Carers Burnham Resource 25/11/09 & 16
Centre T Carers of
people with
Learning Disabilities
Amersham i Carers 26/11/09 12
of adults with a
range of disabilities.
Aylesbury i Carers 27/11/09 6
of adults with a
range of disabilities.

Summary themes in response to questions asked

Q. Do you understand why we need to change the way we deliver day opportunities?

Understands the need for change: Few respondents understood the need for
change. This they tended to attribute to financial reasons and limited resources.

Does not understand the need for change: Nearly all respondents did not understand
the need for change and, like many other respondents, and were worried/frightened
by the prospect of change.

Q. What do you think about the ideas of the possible service model?

Leave things as they are: This was the, by far, the most common response to this
guestion. Most respondents impressed as trusting current arrangements for day
provision and were strongly opposed to any action that might endanger these.

Organisational issues: Some respondents felt that the new service model would
confront problems when trying to coordinate different activities at different locations,
would complicate transport arrangements and have jobs in recruiting and retaining
appropriate staff.

Donot understand the service model: A
to understand the service model and, therefore, felt unable to comment on it.

Q. What are the important things about buildings?

Access and location: Respondents wanted Day Services to be centrally located and
nearby to their homes and shops. They also wanted buildings to be part of the
community to enable service users to be seen and treated as normal.




Fit for purpose: Some respondents identified hydrotherapy and adequate parking as
important attributes of buildings. All respondents appeared to want, at least the same
level of building provision and building based facilities as are now available.

General environment. A bright and cheerful environment was regarded as important.
Gardens were also considered important as was a good standard of cleanliness.

Q. What have we missed?

Information:; Carers wanted more information about the proposed changes to day
services, associated time scales and relevant financial data.

Resourcing: Responses received showed that in the opinions of some carers
insufficient thought has been given to how the new service will be resourced.

Respite for carers: Carers are often only able to care because of the respite they
receive through day Services. Many of them expressed concern that their respite
would be lost.

Q. How can we make it better?

No Change: This was the majority view that arose out of the belief that current
provision is working well and, therefore, should not be tampered with.

Talking and listening: A number of respondents felt that the route to service
improvement is officers listening to the people who use services and their carers.
This belief was associated with the assumption that either officers or the Council are
interested in listening.

Q. What is it about the current service model that you like?

Meets need: Most carers felt that Day Services meets their needs and those of the
people they care for.

Continuity: Respondents valued the continuity of Day Services provision which
underpinned their trust in the service and views about its safety.

Staff: Staff are seen as a real asset. As before, high levels of satisfaction were
expressed about the work and attitudes of day services staff.
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION FINAL COUNT 14th Sept 2010

No
Date Event Venue Atten
Time dees
27 May -
1 2010 Members Briefing Mezz 3
02 June . Adams Park, High
2 | o010 [ Wycombe 09:00| 09:30 2
02 June Adams Park, High
J 2010 [ Wycombe 09:30 | 0300| 86
02 June Marsh Gibson Village
41 o010 [ Hall 19:00| 21:00| 18
07 June . White Hill Centre HP5
5 2010 Chesham Consultation 1AG 19:00 21:00 50
07 June .
6 2010 Staff Consultation Hartwell DC 15:30 17:00
08 June .
7 2010 Staff Consultation Seeleys House 15:30 17:00
08 June _ _ Best Western Hotel,
8 Buckingham Consultation | Buckingham Rd,
2010 .
Buckingham
10:00 12:00 54
8th July : .
9 2010 Staff consultation Thrift Farm TBC TBC -
0sJunc [ S. Buck D.C. Civic
. 2010 Members Offices
Briefing 18:00 19:00 7
09 June | High Wycombe :
11 2010 | Consultation MBI B eIy 19:00 |  21:00 34
12 | 09-Jun-10 | Carers Partnership Board | Mezz 3 11:00 11:30 8
10 June . Burnham Conference
131 o010 [ C i 10:00| 12:00| 26
10 June : Holiday Inn, Weston
141 "o010 R T il 14:30| 16:30| 85
15 June .
15 2010 Staff Consultation Endeavour DC TBC TBC
Mursley Vilage Hall, off
16 128;’88 Winslow LAF Main Stree,
Mursley MK17 ORT 19:00 21:00 16
21 June Stoke Mandawville
17 2010 LINk Steering Group Community Centre
HP22 5UJ 19:30 21:30 12
22 June .
18 2010 Staff Consultation Back2Base TBC TBC -
22 June N
19 2010 OSC (Commissioning) Mezz 3 10:00 16:00 19
Radclive-cum-
Chackmore Village
20 A e Buckingham LAF Hall,
2010 .
Radclive-cum-
Chuckmore 19:00 21:00 18




O6Having a Good Day6 Consultation
Weston Turville Village
21 Zigrge Wendover LAF Hall
HP22 5RW 19:00 21:00 21
Wycombe Mind
24 June . . Recovery Centre,
22 2010 MH Providers Meeting Easton St, High
Wycombe 10:00 12:00 13
24 June .
23 2010 Staff Consultation ARCC TBC TBC -
25 June . Princes Risborough
24 2010 Risborough Cares Centre 6
PSD Service Users . .
25 22(‘)];]8 € (Headway) and Carers (Btilr:i(r)g Al Fesemee
(2) 11:00 13:00 16
29 June Nicholas House, MARES,
26 2010 Lanterns, Stokebury Centre
Stokebury service users. 10:00 13:00 29
g7 | 80June | NisoN UNISON OFFICE
2010 16:00 17:00 1
o8 30 June | Haddenham & Long Ickford Village Hall
2010 Crendon LAF HP18 9HX 18:30 20:30 21
30 June .
29 2010 LD Service Users Chesham College 8
30 June .
30 2010 LD Service Users Furze Down School 17
31 01 July Bucks BME Advisory Hilltop Community
2010 Group Centre, HP11 1UA 19:00 20:00 9
16 July .
32 2010 LD Service Users Burnham DC 10:00 12:00 6
02 July Benjamin Road Service .
£ 2010 | Users SR Mor 10:00 |  12:00 14
Thomas Hickman
05 July School, Belgrave
34 2010 Greater Aylesbury LAF Road, Aylesbury HP19
9HP 18:30 20:00 13
05 July :
35 2010 LD Service Users Candlemas (Home) 7
The National Society
for Epilepsy
36 06 July BUCKS ALLIANCE OF Keslake 1 Room
2010 NEUROLOGICAL ORGS | Chesham Lane
Chalfont St Peter
Bucks SL9 ORJ
11:00 14:00 13
The Methodist Church,
37 | 06-Jul-10 | Deaf Coffee Morning ENE TG et
Aylesbury
HP20 2
11:00 12:30 13
38 | 06-Jul-10 | LD Service Users Alfriston School 7
39 07-Jul-10 | LD Service Users The Sidings 3
07 Jul Council Chamber,
40 201Oy Chiltern District Wide LAF | Chiltern District
Council HP6 5AW 18:30 20:30 7
a1 7th July | OP Service Users Burnham Resource
2010 Consultation Centre 13:00 16:00 19
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8th July LD Service Users (14)
G 2010 | and carers (7) VIS A LS 1P 10:00 |  12:00 21
8th July Special LAF Meeting, R Cross Cenire:
a8 2010 Buckingham UEInE s,
9 Buckingham 18:30 | 21:00 55
9th July : .
44 2010 LD Service Users Thrift Farm 13:00 15:00 11
OP Service Users (41)
45 9t2ho‘ilély and Carers (1) Hartwell Centre
Consultation 10:00 13:00 42
9th July : Priory Crescent
46 2010 LD Service Users (Home) 7
47 13 July Beaconsfield Public Fitzwilliam Centre, Old
2010 Meeting Town, Beaconsfield 10:00 12:00 10
13 July :
48 2010 LD Service Users Burton Road (Home) 6
14th July . Princes Risborough
i 2010 Al sEiss Bese Resource Centre 10:30 12:30 14
14 July . Saheli Beirton Hill
&0 2010 LD SEEs Bee® Resource Centre 7
Milestone's, Shaw Trust Wycombe MIND,
51 1 Jimly & . Easton Street
2010 Wycombe MIND Service Wvcombe '
users Y 11:00 | 13:00 13
15 July LD Service Users (15)
22 2010 | and Carers (8) e 13:00 |  14:30 23
15 July LD Service Users (23)
B 2010 | and Carers (6) il 10:30 | 12:00 29
54 15 July Wycombe District LAF The Forum', Wycombe
2010 Meeting High School 19:00 20:30 11
15 July Great Brickhill, Wing & . .
5 | 5010 | Ivinghoe LAF Bl VLGS (/1) 19:00| 2100| 32
S Bucks District
15 Jul Council Offices,
56 Y LINk Steering Group Capswood, Oxford
2010
Road, Denham,
Bucks, UB9 4LH 11:00 13:00 14
15 July . 197 Cressex Road
57 2010 LD Service Users (Home) 5
16 July Wings, Renaissance ;
%8 | 2010 | Service Users Wings, Aylesbury 11:00 | 13:00 13
16 July LD Service Users (8) and
591 o010 | carers (2) SIHE e 10
02 July . .
60 2010 LD Service Users Spring Valley 14:00 16:00 7
19 July . .
61 2010 LD Service Users Downley Heights 3
19 July :
62 2010 LD Service Users Independent Group 7
20 July Ol BEniee Weers (1) Steeple Claydon
63 | 010 [ Village Hall
Consultation 12:00 16:00 14
20 July LD Service Users (9) and .
641 2010 | carers 3) SIS [REES AT 1000 | 1200 12




O6Having a Good Day6 Consultation
The Methodist Church
65 20 July Deaf Coffee Morning Buckingham Street
2010 (follow-up) Aylesbury
HP20 2
12:30 15:30 3
20 Jul OP Service Users (11)
66 201oy and Carers (3) Claydon Village Hall
Consultation 12:00 16:00 14
67 20wl LD Service Users Rosemont (Home)
2010 6
21 July : St Hugh'e High
68 2010 LD Service Users Wycomber (Home) 5
21 July Seer Green, Village
69 | 5019 | Chalfonts LAF Hall, 10:00 | 2100 | 13
21 July
01 2010 |OFPE Mezz 3 10:00 |  10:48 10
21 July
L 2010 |MHPB Mezz 3 14:00 | 16:30 | 10
72 20 U LD Service Users Alpin Road (Home)
2010 P 3
22 July LD Service Users (23) : .
31 2010 | and Carers (4) EdEEll QiR 10:00| 12000 | 27
74 22 July OP Service Users Wing Lodge, Wing
2010 Consultation LU7 ONY 10:00 14:00 10
23 July . .
75 2010 LD Service Users Hillcrest DC 10:00 12:00 a1
23 July . .
76 2010 LD Service Users Waterside (Home) 6
26 July .
77 2010 LD Service Users Beechlands 7
78 26 July Bourne End Business Bourne End Day
2010 Group Centre 17:00 19:00 4
27 July LD Service Users (13) .
@& 2010 | and Carers (3) Billisipty DS 13:30 | 15:30 16
27 July :
80 2010 LD Service Users Well St DC 10:30 12:00 10
29 July Ol BEmEe Wesrs (23 Princes Risborough
e 2010 el (2T () Red Cross Day Centre
Consultation 12:30 16:00 24
82 | 29-Jul-10 | LD Service Users Endeavour DC TBC TBC 28
LD Service Users (14)
83 | 29-Ju10 | ony carers (7) VB AT 10:00 12:00 21
. . Royal British Legion
84 | 29-Jul-10 | PR Public Meeting PR 19:30 2130 205
85 | 30-Jul-10 | LD Service Users Princes Risborough 10:00 12:00 6
OP Service Users (16)
86 | 30-Jul-10 | and Carers (8) anl?;?eRSgitCross
Consultation y 12:00 | 15:30 24
87 | 30-Jul-10 | P&SDPB Green Park 10:30 13:00 38
88 | 02-Aug-10 | LD Carers COMT Board Room 12:00 13:30 6
LD Service Users (23) : .
89 | 02-Aug-10 12y Carers (3) SIS Al 1000 | 1200 26
OP Service Users
90 | 02-Aug-10 | c5nsyitation e A 10:00 | 13:00 45
OP Service Users
91 | 03-Aug-10 | c5nsyltation e A 13:30 | 16:00 | 47
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OP Service Users (9) and

Buckingham Red

92 | 04-Aug-10 | oprars (3) Consultation Cross Day Centre 12:30 15:30 12
OP Service Users
93 | 05-Aug-10 | o s itation Al Cemie 09:00 13:00 43
94 | 09-Aug-10 | Parents and Carers Seeleys House 13:00 15:00 45
OP Service Users Wycombe Hills Day
95 | 10-Aug-10 | o qitation Services 13:00 16:00 20
. Bourne End Day
96 | 10-Aug-10 | Service Users and Cares Centre 19:00 21:00 41
PSD Service Users (6)
97 | 11-Aug-10 and Carers (3) PR Resource Centre 11:00 12:00 9
: Hairoun Day Centre,
98 | 11-Aug-10 gsnil?lrt\gggnusers High Wycombe HP13
6TB 11:00 16:00 12
AVDC/Aylesbury TC AVDC Gateway
99 | 11-Aug-10 | o mbers meeting room 18:30 20:30 7
100 11-Aug-10 | Carers Partnership Board | Mezz 3 7
10 Princes Risborough Town
1 | 12-Aug-10 | council BRITISH LEGION 09:00| 10:30| 10
10
> 12-Aug-10 | Parents and Carers Endeavour Centre 13:00 15:00 16
10 : L : .
3 12-Aug-10 | Chiltern District Council CDC Council Chamber 18:00 20:00 17
10 OP Service Users (15)
4 13-Aug-10 | and Carers (1) Nancy Hall Court
Consultation 16
10 | 16th Aug | OP Service Users Amersham RC Day
5 10 Consultation Centre 13:00 16:30
10 17-Aua-10 South Consultation Event | The Hub, Easton
6 9 - Carers & Service Users | Street, High Wycombe 14:30 16:30 15
10 17-Aug-10 North Consultation Event | Winslow Community
7 - Carers & Service Users | Centre 19:00 20:30 20
MH Staff Meeting - .
180 17-Aug-10 | Benjamin Rd, Stokebury, ?g;ﬁﬂ)‘n e
Southern Day Services 16:00 17:00 15
10 17-Aug-10 OP Service User Bourne End Red
9 9 Consultation Crosss Day Centre 12:30 15:30 21
11 OP Service Users (14) Haddenham Red
0 18-Aug-10 | and Carers (7) Cross Day Care Unit,
Consultation HP17 8EE 12:00 15:00 21
11 : Renaisannce,
1 | 19-AuG-10 Alesbury 14:00 |  16:00 10
OP Service Users (17) .
121 20-Aug-10 | and Carers (1) (B;l}jgg]ggargsni?e
Consultation Y 18
OP Service Users (28
131 23-Aug-10 | and Carers (8) gr;eggrir:]e ez Ciose
Consultation Y 13:00 16:00 36
11 OP Service Users
4 | 2Au910 | oonsuitation ENTTET (E257 C2niiE 11:00 12:10 25
11 . Micklefiled Community
5 23-Aug-10 | OPMH Service Users Centre 11:00 12:15 12
11 | 24 August
6 | 2010 |-PPB Green Park 1200 1330 32
11 OP Service Users
7 | 24Aug-10 | consultation EUITITEN (Y7 CEmIE 11:00 | 1215 | 17
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11 | 26 August : Micklefiled Community

8 2010 | OPMH Service Users Centre 11:00 | 12:15 13
11 | 26 August | The Aylesbury Inter-faith | Aylesbury Mosque in

9 2010 Group Havelock Street. 17:00 17:15 7
12 31st Bourne End Public Bourne End

0 August Meeting Community Centre 19:30 21:30 80
12 31st Bourne End Carers Bourne End Librar

1 | August | Meeting y 18:30 | 19:30 7
12 . . .

5 01-Sep-10 | Saheli Carers Bierton Hill 14:00 16:00 12
12 Sept%gmber Visiually Impaired Service | 143 Meadowcroft,

3 2010 Users Aylesbury,HP19 9HH 14:00 16:00 7

2292

- = staff consultation, not counted

No
te:

The spreadsheet counts number of attendances NOT the
number of people consulted with.
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Having a Talkback,
‘Good Day’ . /

CHANGING DAY SERVICES
IN BUCKINGHAMSHIRE

What people with a
learning
disability think about
changing
day services.
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T
| alkbay

Talkback went to find out what people with a learning disability
thought about the possible changes to their day services.

So, over the month of July, members of the Talkback Team

went to day centres, schools, colleges and where people live
around Buckinghamshire. In total we spoke to over 300

people who have learning disabilities, including people who live
quite independently and people with
complex needs.

We spoke to support staff to find out how
they thought the changes would affect
people with complex needs and included
the things that we also know that are
important to people.

Burnham Resource Centre.
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Talkbay

We used a Talkback ‘paper roll’ to show everyone what the
ideas were.

We asked people with a learning disability a few questions
about their day services now.

We explained the possible
changes that Buckinghamshire
County Council would like to
try. There were many wide
ranging views, we have
grouped responses together in
themes and included in the
report some of the quotes
that really capture the
message.

Here’s what people said......

Discussing the
paper roll and the
changes
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What people think

about their day
centres now.

“ We like it here, it doesn’t take us long to get into town.”

“ Day centres are where people go to do something in the day.”
“Outreach is showing people what’s out there before putting you into
college.”

“| really like Thrift Farm, its like a big family 5

here.” —i

“I want to see my friends.” @
“| don’t know what I'd do if Seeleys closed.” (—)
“1 like to meet my friends at Endeavour.”

“We mix at lunchtime its good.”
“We do lots of things out and about, the sports

o

centre, library, and we do ‘get active’.

“Its something to do during the day.”

“We do alot of activities.”

“| go to the swimming pool at Handy
cross, then tennis and then i have a tomato sandwich.”
“Music, sensory, being outside, water play, massage,
getting out of the wheelchair.”

“ All the people that | see at the day centre are nice.”

“ My carer knows me really well, that’s important.”

“I chat with my keyworker.”

“ Staff listen if there are problems.”
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ON :

REFLECTION........ = l@?

. For people with a learning disability there is a lot of
passion for day centres as they are now.

. The day centres are, for many people, the focal part of their day.

. ltisrecognised that there are structural problems with most of the
buildings .

« The people that support, the activities and the friends that people
have mean so much.

. For people with complex needs, the familiar surroundings enable
them to develop social skills, interact with support workers and
interact with other people.

« The essential equipment that some people require to
retain their physical health needs somewhere to be stored.

. This equipment also needs to have space to be used.

. This also includes facilities to enable people to feed
appropriately. (Some people require a private space to have their
lunch, or have their food uniquely prepared.)

. There also is great value put on the personal space that some people
need, the quiet chats, the discussions between each other.
. The Ladies and their families from ethnic backgrounds really

appreciate a service to themselves. Without this they would just be at
home.
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What do you think of the
idea of a ‘Community
Hub’?

Talkbay

“These ‘community hubs’ sound big, here the staff know you and if you
need any help. It all sounds daunting.”
“Its all about saving money. Will all this money really be spent on this?”
“We don’t want new buildings.”
“Can’t we just make things better where we are?”
“People’s routines will be affected.”
“ How will transport be done, is transport
ok?”
“Changes make me feel sad.”
“If | can keep the same activities I'll be ok.”
“We are already a ‘hub’ we are

already in the community.”
“Will need alot of support to cope with the changes.”
“| want the day centre to stay open.”
“If you close the day centres it will devastate people.”
“We've got to keep them open.”
“ Sounds ridiculous, don’t like it.”
“That doesn’t sound too bad, but I’'m not sure.”
“ think we should keep the day centres.”
“Being in the building with older people is ok, | quite like it.”
“If you explain things to me | will be ok, with the changes, but | do like
some space so people don’t stare.”
“ For people with complex needs these changes may cause behaviour to
change which could be a worry.”

Do you agree with
the changes being
suggested?

Discussing the
paper roll and the
changes.
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ON S Talkback
REFLECTION........ g &,/

»  There was a mixed reception to the changes put forward.
. Some people thought that the changes would happen anyway re-
gardless of what people actually thought.

Some people thought that they were already attending a ‘hub’
like facility and they wouldn’t want that to change.

. Some people were very clearly upset at the thought of centres
closing.
. Some people with a learning disability are not keen on changes as
it may threaten what they already have.
. Most people said that any changes to any buildings or services
would need to be done very slowly.

. People like their activities, and are not against new ideas, but
they need time to think and plan.
. People like to see familiar faces.

«  Whatis particularly important for people with complex needs is
that the day centres are not just places, they are where people
feel safe. They can receive health support for their physical needs
as well as stimulating their creative and social needs.

. There were some cultural issues around Muslim ladies attend-
ing mixed groups and their families cultural preferences.
. There was also some concern over safety and the vulnerability of
other people who are just popping in.
+ Not everyone wants to share the building with everyone.
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Have the differences
between community
‘hubs’, ‘satellites’ and

Talkback
a ac:/

‘bases’ been fully ex-
plained?

“1t might meet the needs of the council, but does it meet the needs of
the people that will use them.”

“Reach-out is a satellite, its already happening.”

“It's where people with disabilities would meet.” 28
“ Are we going to have a ‘community pub’?”

“Adrop—in.”

“Satellites are up in the sky.” —

“l don’t want to go where | don’t know
People.”

“ Avillage hall,, you can’t do much there.”
“You get TV on a ‘satellite’.”

“This place could be the ‘satellite”.
“Is it to do with mobile phones?”
“Village halls are boring.”

“Its a good idea to use the community.”

“Some places would discriminate you, they haven’t got the right
facilities for people in wheelchairs.”

“ Church halls might exclude you if you are from a different faith.”
“There’s already a ‘hub’ in Wycombe.”

“A ‘hub’ is an old building.”

“They are a sort of 21 century day centre.”

"Satellite, adult learning, arts and crafts....”
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