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1 Key findings and summary 

Analysis of data arising from the óHaving a Good Dayô consultation suggests there is some 

degree of acceptance with the broad aims of service transformation, with some of those who 

have been consulted recognising the Councilôs desire to improve and develop services, or 

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 

consulted.  Considering these, it may appear that the response to the óHaving a Good Dayô 

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 specifically to service provision as described within the Councilôs proposals for 

óDay Opportunitiesô.  These themes can be seen within open-ended responses to the 

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: 

 Concerns with the design of proposals ï there were concerns that there has been a 

óblanket approachô to service design, which is suitable for some 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 about the appropriateness of óchoiceô and the concept of SDS for 

various groups of service users.  In addition, there were numerous concerns about the 

evidence upon which proposals had been developed. 

 Concerns over the feasibility of the different ótiers of supportô proposed within the 

Day Opportunities service model, such as: 
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o Suitability of the óCommunity Hubsô concept ï there are concerns about size and 

capacity, or an óinstitution-likeô feel; that mixing with other types of clients or the 

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 ï 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; 

o Suitability of the óCommunity Basesô concept ï there are concerns over how 

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. 

 Concerns over the proposed locations of new facilities ï a preference for small and 

local provision comes through from various elements of the consultation; there are 

concerns about the loss of ócommunityô aspect of 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. 

 Concerns over the cost and sustainability of plans: there is a feeling that making 

savings by building new facilities is ónonsensicalô, especially in the context of the 

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. 

 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 ójargonisticô and not sufficiently clear on 

detail; the questionnaire containing óloadedô questions, 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.  
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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 óDay Opportunitiesô. 

The new service model will introduce a ó3 tierô approach to provision, which aims to be 

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 called óHaving a Good Dayô across the county between 

2nd June and 6th 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 Councilôs own good consultation 

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 the óHaving a Good Dayô consultation.  BMG has produced this analytical 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 that consultation is an integral part of the Councilôs óCustomer Firstô approach 

in the delivery of all services, and an essential element of the Councilôs values as set out in 

the óAchieving Top Performanceô programme.  BCC has made a number of commitments 

relating to all consultations carried out by the Council including those relating to inclusivity.  

The óHaving a Good Dayô consultation has been managed through BCCôs Project Board and 

Project Team. 

The consultation included a pre-consultation period of engagement conducted between 4th 

November and 3rd 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 Councilôs document óService User and Carer Engagementô 

(available in Appendix 2).  Following on from this BCC has held 123 consultation events 

across the county between 2nd June and 6th 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. 
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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 

question.  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%) agreed with the Councilôs plans to transform 

Day Services, but a significantly larger proportion (42%) disagreed, with over a quarter 

(27%) strongly disagreeing.  A further quarter (24%) said they were ónot sureô, whilst around 

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

Councilôs plans and recognised the need for change; 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, including those who stated that current facilities are ófit for purposeô and that 

they would prefer to retain the status quo.  Within both of these groups, there were various 

concerns raised, which broadly related to: 

 The location of proposed facilities: including preferences for small and local provision, 

concerns about increased travel and loss of the ócommunityô aspect, as well as concerns 

that certain areas (particularly the North) were not sufficiently covered in the plans; 

 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 ï some 

were concerned this would impact on service levels; 

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

within adult social care or among vulnerable groups, or perceptions of a óblanket 

approachô to service design, which needed to focus more on specific needs of different 

groups; 

 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; 

 Issues around the consultation process and the methodology: including concerns that the 

document had been ójargonisticô or difficult 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. 

2.3.2 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 ówiderô range of services would mean in practice, how they might be 

delivered, and cost and resourcing issues (particularly staffing requirements) that might arise 

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

ówiderô range of services than others; in addition there were concerns about appropriateness 

and practicalities offering services within the community (particularly in terms of 

safeguarding considerations).  

2.3.3 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 same proportion were ónot sureô if this was the case 

(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 Councilôs plan to transform Day Services were more likely to feel 

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 at worst óincomprehensibleô, and perceptions 

that the language used was ójargonisticô did lead some to feel suspicious of the plans. 

2.3.4 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 óHaving a Good Dayô document. Net agreement (i.e. the proportion 

agreeing minus the proportion disagreeing) was higher in relation to the proposals óproviding 

improved buildings for Day Servicesô (+16%), óensuring the long-term future of Day Servicesô 

(+16%), ósupporting people to be as independent as possibleô (+13%) and óincreasing the 

choice of activities and servicesô (+12%). 

Net agreement is lower, and in fact negative (-3%), in relation to the proposals óbreaking 

down barriers between people who use Day Services and their local communitiesô, while 

opinion is relatively balanced between positive and negative in relation to the proposals 

ógiving people maximum choice and control when planning and directing their own supportô 

(+/-0%), ómeeting the broad range of support needs which people with disabilities haveô 

(+4%) and ósupporting carersô (+5%). 

2.3.5 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 óbeing modern and fit 

for purposeô was important, and similar proportions felt using the buildings óto offer extended 

hours and weekend servicesô and using the buildings óto care for the most disabled 

individualsô were important (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. 
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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 possibility of losing the ólocalô aspect of Day Services if 

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 óbricks and mortarô of buildings themselves, and expressed 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 large and impersonal or óinstitution-likeô, with a preference for the type of small and local 

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 ólocal communityô aspect of Day Services 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 

óexisting buildings already provide local community basesô. Others mentioned places where 

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. 
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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 Councilôs plans to transform Day Services, but even 

amongst this group preference was stronger for Option 2 (39%) than Option 1 (18%). Among 

those who disagreed with the Councilôs plans only 3% expressed a preference for Option 1, 

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 

questionnaire 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 service usersô 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 certain themes that came through from 

meeting notes that are relevant to all client groups regardless of any differences in 

disabilities and demographics: 

 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; 
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 Concerns over the future of Day Services including the loss of ócommunity spiritô, 

concerns for provision of respite and issues of transport; 

 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; 

 Issues with the consultation methodology and process eg. feelings that decision has 

already been made; 

 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: 

 Some elderly service users felt proposals were focused on younger service users and 

were less appropriate for their needs; 

 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; 

 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: 

 Concerns in relation to the future of service provision and the impact on service users of 

implementing Day Opportunities, including: 

o Concerns about reducing the number of facilities; 

o Perception of Hubs as inappropriate eg. service users mixing with each other and 

the public;  

o Issues of transportation and how these will be addressed; 

 Concerns that links with the community (including voluntary aspect) will be lost;  

 Concern over issues of cost and sustainability, including: 

o 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; 

o Concerns that Day Opportunities will not be sustainable. 

 Requests for further information including exact locations of new facilities; 

 Issues around the consultation methodology. 
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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 to oppose that centreôs closure, including almost forty written to protest the 

closure of the Bourne End Day Centre, over thirty relating to the Adult Day Centre and Red 

Cross Centre in Princes Risborough1 and almost twenty specifically protesting the closure of 

Seeleyôs House, as well as a number written to protest the closure of the Well Street and 

Red Cross Day Centres in Buckingham.  It appears that these areas are óhot spotsô of 

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: 

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

 There were pleas for day centres to remain open rather than being removed (updated if 

necessary, or kept on as Hubs or Bases); 

 It 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; 

 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 

questionnaire. 

In addition, there were a number of points made that specifically related to certain Day 

Centres within the county.  These included the perspectives that: 

 Bourne End was built by the community, and therefore belongs to residents rather than 

to BCC, and furthermore is considered to be a good example of óBig Societyô; 

 Bourne End is considered to be similar to a óHubô in the way that it currently operates; 

 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; 

 Seeleys House is a unique facility attended by service users with complex needs, and 

there are concerns as to how these needs will be met within the óDay Opportunitiesô 

model of Hubs and Bases. 

                                                
1
 NB. This number is separate from the 200 ópro formaô type letters sent in relation to Princes Risborough and mentioned 
below in Section 7.2. óPetitions by members of the Publicô 
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2.5.2 Petitions 

By the close of the consultation on 6th 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 signatures plus close to 200 ópro formaô 

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: 

 Agreement with some overall aspects of the proposals, particularly development and 

improvement of services, although some concerns remain about the appropriateness of 

óchoiceô and the concept of SDS for all types of service users; 

 Requirements for further information on specific aspects eg. dates, locations, details on 

structure of service provision within the Hubs;  

 Greater support for three Hubs than two; 

 Some concerns around the suitability of Hubs and Bases for service users with most 

complex needs; 

 Concerns about the future of service provision under proposals for óDay Opportunitiesô, 

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; 

 Concerns over how the transformation of services will be managed considering continuity 

of provision and managing service usersô experience of change; 

 Concerns over consultation methodology including design of the consultation 

questionnaire. 

2.5.4 From LINk network 

The Buckinghamshire Local Involvement Network (LINk), a network of people and 

organisations óworking together to make health and social care services better in 

Buckinghamshireô, also published a report on 3rd 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: 

 

 Recognition of reasons for change in terms of current financial climate, development of 

buildings and changing needs of service users; 
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 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 unfit for purpose, as well as appropriateness of óchoiceô and SDS for 

more vulnerable service users; 

 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; 

 Some concerns over the quality of data underpinning forecasts of service use; 

 Issues around the suitability of óHubsô and óSatellitesô (in terms of size and capacity, as 

well as mixing of client groups); 

 Concerns over transport and whether this aspect has been sufficiently considered; 

 Concerns over staffing issues including the prospect of redundancies and questions as 

to how savings can be made to staffing, under the óDay Opportunitiesô service model; 

 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 reference to council representativesô reassurances 

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. 
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3 Background to the Consultation ï 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.   

óDay Servicesô in Buckinghamshire encompasses a number of activities and facilities 

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: 

 A predicted increase in the demand for Day Services: The Countyôs population is 

growing and ageing. More people with increasingly complex needs are living longer and 

will require support throughout their lives; 

 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; 

 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.  

 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 place a new service model of óDay Opportunitiesô. 

3.1 Day Opportunities 

BCC states that óDay Opportunitiesô is a model for social inclusion, which it hopes will offer 

individuals a single, accessible gateway through which to access the services they need.  

The new service model will introduce a ó3 tierô approach to provision, which aims to be 

flexible and responsive to individual support needs and to allow individuals to access its 

different tiers of support ï Community Hubs, Community Satellites, and Community Bases ï 

as their changing needs may require.  BCC aims to develop these new buildings as purpose 
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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 services is important in terms of the Councilôs 

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 6th 

September 2010, called óHaving a Good Dayô.  The consultation had the overall 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. 

3.3 Purpose of BMGôs involvement  

BMG Research was commissioned by BCC to conduct an independent analysis of the data 

arising from the óHaving a Good Dayô consultation.  This includes statistical analysis of 

quantitative data collected via the consultation questionnaire, as well as qualitative analysis 

of other type of information collected during the consultation process2. 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 ï 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; 

 Contribute to the development of proposals for service transformation, inform the 

development of the service model and the business case for transformation; 

 Provide high quality intelligence that can be used by the Councilôs officers when reporting 

to members; 

 Inform the decision making process of the County Council; 

 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. 
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3.4 Structure of report and overview of chapters 

This report summarises the analysis of data arising from the óHaving a Good Dayô 

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. 
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4 Methodology 

4.1 Overview of consultation methodology 

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

and in addition has stated that consultation is an integral part of the Councilôs óCustomer 

Firstô approach in the delivery of all services, and an essential element of the Councilôs 

values as set out in the óAchieving Top Performanceô programme.  BCC has produced a 

document óGuidelines for Consultationô, containing guidelines on the key principles 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:  

 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; 

 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; 

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

 They will use óPlain Englishô and keep each consultation jargon free; 

 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; 

 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; 

 Their consultations will endeavour to reach all residents within our county and where 

appropriate will use formats that make consultation accessible to all; 

4.1.1 Inclusivity  

BCC aims to be as inclusive as possible with all consultations, óallowing all sections of the 

community to make their concerns heard and taken into account before the Council makes a 

final decisionô. 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.  

Various measures were taken to increase the inclusivity of the óHaving a Good Dayô 

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), 
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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 óHaving a Good Dayô consultation has been managed through BCCôs Project Board and 

Project Team ï 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 4th November and 3rd 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 

gather participantsô contributions to the development of the Day Opportunities service model, 

by asking them to respond to the following questions: 

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

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

 What would be important about the building? 

 What have we missed? 

 How can we make it better? 

 What is 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: 

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

 Having a supportive, trusted staff group; 

 Undertaking meaningful and enjoyable activities; 

 Having a sense of belonging; 

 Receiving support in an environment which was safe and trusted; 

 Access to information; 

 Being able to get out and about; 

 Having services that are accessible with decent transport arrangements, and; 
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 Services being ódisability friendlyô. 

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

respondent groups: 

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

shower. 

 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. 

 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. 

 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 Councilôs document óService User and Carer 

Engagementô 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 2nd June and 6th 

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 Councilôs own good consultation practice guidelines and the 

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 

questionnaire.  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 6th September were then inputted online. 
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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 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 that centreôs closure.  In addition, there were around twenty formal 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 ótick boxô 

questions), in all instances respondents who answered ódonôt knowô or who did not answer 

the relevant question have been retained in the sample. 

Results have been presented rounded to 0 decimal places ï 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. 
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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%) ï 

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 

questions 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. 



 
24 

24 

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.  A further quarter (24%) said they were ónot sureô, whilst around one in ten (11%) 

did not provide a response to this question. 

Figure 3: Overall agreement with the County Councilôs plans as explained in the public 
consultation document (All respondents) 

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 disability were also more likely to agree with the Councilôs plans to 

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 Councilôs plans to 

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. 
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5.3.1 Positive 

Within open-ended comments, there were those who agreed with the broad objectives of the 

Councilôs plans and recognised the need for change, and the Councilôs ódesire to improve 

the range of opportunitiesô: 

ñI agree that planning ahead, long term, is necessary to meet future needs.ò  

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: 

ñIt is a well thought out and comprehensive plan which will be good preparation for SDS. It will need 

to be carefully implemented to ensure people and carers continue to receive the support they need.ò 

ñIt would be difficult to disagree with the aims. Implementation is a different matter!ò 

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 terms; centres were described as providing ógood, solid, trustworthy, 

personal and experienced care to the service usersô.  Many also mentioned 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 óif it ainôt broke, donôt fix itô: 

ñWhy pull down buildings which are perfectly serviceable and are in CONSTANT use?ò 

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: 

ñWe would miss the day centre as I depend on it 4 days a week, I get a cooked meal and enjoy 

socialising. If it wasnôt for the day centre, I wouldnôt see anybody.ò 

Many respondents were concerned about the description of ótheirô service as unsatisfactory 

or óunfit for purposeô, this being contradictory to their personal experience of it and expressed 

a requirement for further information on this: 

ñNot enough work has gone into looking 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 utilised and by whom.ò 

 ñThe changes proposed do not seem to take in to consideration the facilities already availableé. 

Each site considered needs to have a detailed report about it.ò 

In addition, some respondents expressed disappointment that the Council had allowed the 

buildings to become óunfit for purposeô: 

ñIt is a pity that BCC has allowed its property to be in such a poor state of repair that it is "Not fit for 

purposeòò 
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5.3.3 Concerns raised 

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

 The locations of proposed facilities; 

 The cost and sustainability of plans; 

 Concern for vulnerable groups; 

 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: 

ñYour suggestion that elderly peopleé..would use a bus to travel to a distant "hub" shows a 

complete ignorance of their needs and capabilities.ò 

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: 

ñI feel that they are much happier in their local community, meeting up with their village friends and 

finding that they have friends in commoné..They enjoy the company of staff and volunteers who 

know their village and often their family and feel reassured and relaxed with them.ò 

Many respondents felt that the óspirit of communityô would be lost if community 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: 

ñThe overall 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 

local facility? I think not.ò 

ñIt is not necessary to sell off existing Day Centres to make cost savings. It is possible to make cost 

savings by consulting with local users and managers about how best to restructure services form 

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

or three Hubs, in terms of how óthe provision of "HIGH QUALITY services to MORE people 

with LESS resourcesô could realistically be achieved within the context of budget cuts, which 

led to some respondents feeling suspicious of the Council: 

ñThere are some good ideas, I don't believe it can be delivered and will impact on service levels.ò  

ñ'Slash and burn cuts', dressed up as a new progressive way forward, convince nobody.ò 

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 

stating óitôs unfair to treat vulnerable and disabled people in this wayô: 

ñWhy penalise those who cannot speak for themselves?ò 

One main theme within responses was that the Council had taken a óblanket approachô to 

redesigning services and failed to consider the specifics ie. óthere is not one fit for all usersô. 

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 

that óall emphasis appears to be based on more physical ableô, whilst carers of the elderly, 

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 large and óimpersonalô, and many were 

worried about the presence of different user groups in the same building: 

ñI feel that grouping all of the clients together is going to make for more of an institutionalised 

community- this is something that we have been striving to pull away from and now it seems that we 

are going backwards.ò 

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

disabilities togetherô particularly in terms of óclients who use the services that are a danger to 

other people and themselvesô.  There were also concerns about members of the public being 

able to access the Hubs: 

 ñI é feel that having a community building where "anybody" can enter will put people at risk from 

abuse. Many of the service users I support need a safe environment, have challenging behaviourò 

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

ñPeople who have mental illness like me prefer smaller groups and feel paranoid anyway, so would 

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 mental illnessò 
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In addition, respondents were unclear as to how Day Services for óadults with severe and 

profound physical disabilities and learning difficultiesô could be provided within the Hubs 

ócatering for all kinds of peopleô. 

Lastly, some respondents were concerned about Community Bases, firstly in terms of óhow 

[they] are to be fundedô, but also in terms of how the required facilities for vulnerable adults 

eg. ósuitable toilets, ramps, heating and liftingô could be provided within buildings such as 

village halls or cafes.  

5.3.3.5 Issues 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 ójargonisticô and not 

sufficiently clear for them to understand what exactly was being proposed.   

ñThe plans were totally incomprehensible due to the fact they were described in "jargon" without 

being specific in any way.ò 

In addition, some were unaware of the óalternative formatsô of the document and stated that 

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: 

ñThose with Learning Disabilities do not understand the Consultation and have to live with the 

consequences of the decisions that you make now.ò 

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 óminds have already been made upô and were 

anxious that their opinion would not be listened to: 

ñI am not sure that anything I say as a carer makes any difference to the outcome of this 

consultation.ò 
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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%) 

disagreed.  Close to one in five were ónot sureô whether Day Opportunities should include 

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) 

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. 
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Some respondents felt this would be a positive step for Day Services, and that óanything that 

offers a wider range of services must surely have the potential for goodô.  A number 

suggested services they would like to be offered as part of a wider range, including specific 

requests eg. more healthcare services, óLearning Zones E.g. Computers classes; languages; 

sewing classes for adult learnersô, and also more general requests for increased 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 óin theory', but were unsure 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 exactly a ówider rangeô of services could be delivered. Many of 

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: 

ñPlease keep in mind the amount of staff support that will be required for many of our service users 

to be able to do this. It is a lot more 'staff hungry' than present arrangements.ò 

Some respondents voiced concerns over the costs that a wider range of services could 

present to service users, in terms of óhow they are going to pay for all thisô within their Self-

Directed Support budgets, and others felt concerned that accessing a wider range of 

services would involve increased and unwanted travel: 

ñWider access, of course except that where clients are expected to travel greater distances and 

possibly at their expense.ò 

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

in offering users a wide range of services, and that offering a ówiderô range of services was 

unnecessary.  This view was held amongst most user groups, including by several service 

users themselves: 

ñI have no interest to go out to any other services as I have been attending this centre for the last 

12-13 years!ò 

A number of respondents also questioned whether a ówiderô range of services was really 

appropriate for service users, particularly those who are óless able and more vulnerableô, and 

stated that the range of services needs to be tailored to individuals: 

ñYou cannot have a blanket approach. Some groups will benefit by an increased range of services 

whilst others are not required at allò 

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: 

ñWhilst agreeing in principle I am concerned as to whether these community services have the 

capacity or the experience to take on a wider role. They will need to be supported in all sorts of 

ways, including financially. ñ 

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 
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community-based services were to be developed, ósafeguarding and risk assessmentô must 

be a priority: 

ñThe stigma of mental disability scares and repels people in the wider community and was a reason 

why mentally disabled people were given their own places to go.ò 

ñIgnorance shown by the general public could cause animosity at the lowest level to unsafe safe 

safety levels at the highest.ò 

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 proportion (17%) said they were ónot sureô.  A further 

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) 

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 ónot sureô (24%). 

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 were ónot sureô. 

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%).   

In addition, respondents who agreed overall with the Councilôs plans to transform Day 

Services were more likely to say that the differences had been clearly explained (74%), 

whilst those who disagreed with the Councilôs plans were more likely to say that the 

differences  had not been clearly explained (28%). 
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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 this was óall council speak to 

describe more or less the same thing, and in reality the expressions were meaningless: 

ñThe whole scheme is incomprehensible. Words/phrases like "model", "care plan", ñassessment" 

mean nothingò 

Furthermore, the perception of terminology of proposals as ójargonisticô led some 

respondents to feel suspicious of the Councilôs plans: 

ñIt seems to be jargon to try and confuse people in to thinking they are getting a better deal when in 

fact the service uses will come off worse.ò 

A number of respondents mentioned a requirement for more specific information about the 

different types of facilities, stating that óeveryone needs to know more about where they'll be 

and in what form, as soon as possibleô. 

ñDefine the following for each type: purpose; services provided; location; the 

building/renovation/adaption costs and schedule. The three types described should be compared 

with the existing facilities. Maintenance and running costs should be considered.ò 

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:  

ñIt sounds as if the Hubs will be wonderful and those not served by them will be short changed.ò 

ñIf things changed, I would not be able to go to a community hub because I live in Pitstone. I would 

feel sad about this because all my friends at Hartwell live around Aylesburyò 

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: 

ñThe hubs will get all the facilities and we in Buckingham will be left with nothing AS USUALò 

A significant number of respondents also expressed concern about the Community Bases, in 

terms of whether they are ófeasibleô and how they 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.   
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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 óHaving a Good Dayô proposals. 

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

relation to the statement that proposals ówill provide improved buildings for Day Servicesô 

(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 

proposals will óbreak down barriers between the people who use Day Services and their local 

communitiesô (27%).   

For each statement, there are high proportions of respondents for who say they are ónot 

sureô, or who did not provide a response (at least 40% for each statement).  

Figure 6: Respondent agreement that the proposals in the óHaving a Good Dayô document 
willé.. (All respondents) 

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: 

 Provide improved buildings for day services: +16%; 

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

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

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

 Provide services that work together for the benefit of individuals: +8%; 

 Will support carers: +5%; 
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 Meet the broad range of support needs which people with disabilities have: +4%; 

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

+/-0%; 

 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 differences3 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 proposals willé.. (All respondents) 

  
Total 
[755] 

% 

User of 
Day 

Services 
[316] 

% 

Repres-
entative of 

service 
user [97] 

% 

Carer 
[207] 

% 

Someone 
who works 

in Day 
Services 

[59] 
% 

Repres-
entative 

of 
organisat
ion [83] 

% 

Member 
of public 

[163] 
% 

Provide improved 
buildings for day 
services 

Agree 36 47 32 31 32 28 32 

Disagree 20 16 22 21 25 23 21 

Support people to be 
as independent as 
possible 

Agree 34 44 27 27 32 33 26 

Disagree 21 15 27 22 24 23 21 

Increase the choice 
of activities and 
services 

Agree 31 40 27 23 25 31 25 

Disagree 19 13 26 24 27 24 18 

Ensure the long-term 
future of day services 

Agree 30 42 23 25 20 22 22 

Disagree 24 18 27 26 32 27 28 

Provide services that 
work together for the 
benefit of individuals 

Agree 30 42 23 23 20 24 28 

Disagree 22 15 34 27 31 23 24 

Support carers 
Agree 29 40 20 22 24 23 24 

Disagree 24 17 34 33 31 25 21 

Meet the broad range 
of support needs 
which people with 
disabilities have 

Agree 27 39 21 22 20 19 23 

Disagree 23 17 32 28 29 25 25 

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

Agree 25 33 21 19 17 19 21 

Disagree 25 17 35 31 32 33 24 

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

Agree 24 31 18 19 17 22 18 

Disagree 27 19 40 32 34 35 25 

 

 

                                                
3
 At the 95% level of confidence 
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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 being ómodern and fit for purposeô is one 

of the most important aspects, whilst slightly under two in five stated that the óuse of 

buildings to offer extended hours and weekend servicesô, or the óuse of buildings to care for 

the most disabled individualsô were in the top three most important aspects (37% and 36% 

respectively).  

Use of community facilities to óbring people togetherô (24%) or óprovide a drop-in facilityô 

(20%) were less likely to be rated as the most important aspects of the buildings, and 

similarly for óthe use of Community Hubs and Satellites to integrate a wider range of 

servicesô (18%). 

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

 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. 
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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) 

  

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: 

 ñI like the building we have now, itôs got room for kitchen I cook every week in, billiards, darts.ò 

Some respondents mentioned specific aspects they would want or need to see included 

within new buildings, for example being ówarm, bright, cheerful and peacefulô or decorated in 

ófresh coloursô, or requirements 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: 

ñIt is not economic to close perfectly good day centres which could still be used as an integral part of 

future day care.ò 
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ñExisting buildings are perfectly serviceable and should continue to be used and modernised if 

necessary. In these economic climates it surely is foolish to consider building new.ò 

This was also the case among respondents who felt that the ólocalô aspect of Day Services 

would be lost, if service users had to travel outside of their own community to access new 

facilities: 

ñNew buildings will deprive clients in many cases of feeling part of their OWN local communityò 

Many respondents also commented that it was the activity within the building, rather than 

óbricks and mortarô of buildings themselves: 

ñI 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.ò 

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: 

ñThe building plans I have seen are "not" fit for purpose as far as I am concerned, i.e. not safe, not 

enough activity rooms, lack of bathrooms etc.ò 

ñThe conceptual design space allocated for High support needs is totally inadequate - most are in 

wheelchairs Activity rooms of 20 Sq m would accommodate perhaps 2 wheelchairs - a hub would 

have 50 - 60 users.ò 

A number of respondents also expressed concerns about outdoor space, specifically 

whether service users with dementia would be able to ówanderô whilst remaining safe within 

the boundary of the centre. 

Again, several respondents reiterated dissatisfaction with the idea of grouping different user 

groups together; some felt this was a return to an óinstitution-likeô environment: 

ñTo me and many others these so called hubs and satellites are your way of putting a modern name 

of institutions. It will never work, the elderly and handicapped being in the same building. They need 

a separate environment.ò 

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

the previous question ie. Question 11 ówhat do you think are the three most important 

aspects of the buildings that Day Opportunities will useô, because they felt the question was 

loaded or biased: 

ñI don't understand 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 betterò. 

ñQuestion 11 is a diversion tactic. We need to consider what we have now and improve on that. Not 

give officers the 'thumbs up' to turn everything up-side-downò. 
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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) 

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 say they were ónot 

sureô (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: 

ñI do not want the services to change. They are working well as they are. I do not agree that 

Community Hubs should be opened at allô 
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Some respondents felt that the Hubs as a concept would be too óbig and impersonalô, and 

many stated that service users would prefer the smaller, local type of provision that is 

currently offered within the county: 

ñThey will be situated away from local communities, be impersonal, unfriendly, inefficient, 

authoritarian, in fact everything that large organisations generally areò 

ñHuge buildings are not the best way to go - many clients dislike crowds, noise, etcò 

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: 

ñTransporting people with disabilities is a major job. No one should be more than 30 mins away from 

a hub. A long time travelling means less time at a hub - is it worth it? More specialist transport 

required ï ie. not many vehicles have space for more than 4 wheelchairsò  

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 óremoval of Swan Riderô); 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: 

ñI am elderly and attend my local day centre with all my friends and could not even attempt to travel 

into townò 

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 choose to óstay put 

at homeô rather than 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: 

ñUsers of rural locations will suffer a reduction in service.ò 

ñFrom Buckingham our nearest hub will be Aylesbury. Disabled people and old people will not be 

advantaged by the long driveò 

ñWe are too far north in Buckingham to use them.ò 

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: 

ñEveryone should have the same opportunities whether they be in town or countryside.ò 
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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 ónot sureô, and a further quarter (26%) did not provide a response to 

this question. 

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

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 

groups to say they were ónot sureô (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 

were ónot sureô (29%). 

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 
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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: 

 

ñThis proposal ignores the situation of existing adequate facilitiesò 

ñI feel that most of the present buildings should be kept and updated.ò 

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: 

ñThe reason again for disagreeing is that I would much prefer a day centre nearer home where I will 

not feel too disturbed about getting home easily. I do not know these areas of Buckinghamshire and 

Burnham very well and getting to know new places would make me and others feel uncomfortableò 

This was related to the idea of the ócommunityô aspect of Day 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, ódespite the good service received, discussions 

and local activities [would be] off limits to those from outside the areaô. 

Other respondents mentioned that in practical terms, it would be difficult to travel to the 

ógeographical extremesô of the county using public transport, particularly for those living in 

rural areas.  This was especially the case with Burnham, as a number of respondents felt 

that Burnham was óright on the borderô and difficult to access for most services users, and it 

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

ñBecause of the transport difficulties for people to reach these extremes of the county as bus and 

train links are poor especially to Burnham, also there are limited hours when the buses run.ò 

A main theme within responses was that respondents disagreed with Community Satellites 

being ólocated in geographical extremes of Buckinghamshireô because there should be 

provision all over the county, and because óall large villages/small towns should have Day 

Careô.  Many 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:  

ñIt does not matter where community satellites are located - larger numbers of smaller units without 

community hubs would be a much better way to move forward. Helping people within their own 

community is whatôs needed and wanted by themò 

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. 
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The majority of respondents mentioned areas in the county where Day Services centres 

were already located, expressing that óexisting buildings already provide local community 

basesô and that these facilities should be retained if possible, for example: 

ñDenham Green has already got a very good building, which is widely used and should remain 

where it is.ò 

ñI think you have an excellent location for a community base already. It is SEELEYS HOUSE. Why 

look any further?ò 

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. 

ñBeaconsfield. The services user I support lives in Beaconsfield and there is not enough to do here - 

We have to go into Wycombe which isnôt always practical.ò 

ñWinslow - because it already has experience of providing these services and is approx equi-distant 

from Buckingham and Aylesburyò 

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

include: 

 Amersham; 

 Aylesbury; 

 Brill; 

 Chalfonts; 

 Chesham; 

 Gerrards Cross; 

 Great Missenden;  

 Haddeham; 

 Heath End; 

 Marlow; 

 Prestwood; 

 Quainton; 

 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: 

 ñThe village community centre or the football club in Wycombe could be used to provide a day 

service to the elderly people of the village and of surrounding villages.ò 

ñOne near Gerrards Crossé.possibly in Chalfont St. Peter due to the hospital there or using the 

Church Hall or Guides Hut in Gerrards Cross, or library.ò 
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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:   

 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%) preferred Option 2.  A further one in five said they were ónot sureô (19%) and a 

similar proportion (18%) preferred another option.  Close to three in ten (28%) respondents 

did not provide a response. 

Figure 12: Respondentsô preferred options for Day Services (All respondents) 

U
nweighted sample base: 755 

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

expressed overall agreement with the Councilôs plans to transform Day Services, but even 

amongst this group preference was stronger for Option 2 (39%) than Option 1 (18%). 

Amongst those who disagreed with the Councilôs plans, only 3% expressed a preference for 

Option 1, and 20% a preference for Option 2. 

Users of Day Services were significantly more likely to say they were ónot sureô which option 

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 

oldest age group (aged 80+) were more likely to say they were ónot sureô (32%), as were 

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

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 the óotherô option for Day Services should be to 

keep existing services as they are with no changes, or to keep existing buildings but make 

additional improvements to the facilities:  

ñNeither option is acceptable. The option to retain the status quo should be offered.ò 

ñLeave it as it is! Improve the buildings so itôs "fit for purpose"ò 

A number of respondents suggested having a greater number of óHubô style facilities across 

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: 

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

project.ò 

5.17 Further comments on proposed options 

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: 

ñI OBJECT most strongly to BCC's options for change.ò 

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: 

ñCarry on using existing resources. I like where I go now. The staff are experienced, helpful and 

caring. We have lots of activities and wide range of services coming in.ò 

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: 

ñDoes there have to be a limit of 3 Hubs - more may reduce travel and ensure high-level facilities 

can be accessed by those in all areas of the County.ò 
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Others expressed concerns about the concept of the Hubs more generally.  As before, these 

included concerns that shared facilities would not work in practice, due to ódifferent service 

users hav[ing] very different needsô and not wanting to mix between groups; that óadults with 

complex needs and older people are vulnerableô and integrating them with members of the 

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: 

ñThe overriding importance is to have centres near where people live ie. not centralised.ò 

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: 

ñHow can this option be cost effective...it will cost MILLIONS! How much will the consultants and 

architects etc cost!!??ò 

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 óvariations on the same themeô, 

which led to suspicions that BCC óhave already decided what is going to be done and this 

consultation is just a formalityô: 

ñThis proposal rather comes across as a huge project that already has momentum and cannot be 

changed/influenced - Options that give a significant choice in service style would be more 

meaningful.ò 

Some respondents expressed a requirement for further information, firstly in terms of 

existing services being judged as óunfit for purposeô, but also in terms of proposed options for 

Day Opportunities, as some stated they ówouldé. have liked more details to make a better 

informed choiceô. Some respondents were confused in particular about the mention of Thrift 

Farm within the consultation document: 

ñWhat importance to Thrift Farm? No one has been told this. Why are they so special.ò 

In addition, respondents expressed concerns about the language that had been used within 

the document, stating that it was ójargonisticô; reinforcing this was the fact that some service 

users stated they had failed to understand what was being said: 

ñThe plans have been explained to me but the wording of this leaflet is too complicated for me to 

understand how it will affect meò 
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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. This was firstly a result of elderly service usersô 

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 Key themes 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: 

 Praise for current services óWe are treated fantastically here. We are like a familyô and 

descriptions of the wide variety of services that are valued by service users eg. ñI can 

have a shower here, have my hair done, get books from the mobile library and have the 

district nurse visitò, for the elderly, and ómusic, sensory, being outside, water play, 

massage, getting out of the wheelchairô for those with disabilities; there was also praise 

for ódedicated and tireless staffô; 

 Pleas for services to remain as they are ie. óWhy fix something if it is not broken? ï óWhy 

have you stopped my day care?  I love coming here and the staff.  Why canôt I be with 

my friends?  Why must I be in my flat by myself?  What have I done wrong?ô Regardless 

of client group many service users expressed dislike for change; 

 There were worries about the future of Day Services and there are numerous questions 

about proposed changes, ranging from the general to the specific eg. ñWhat will happen 

about transport?; Will we still have a meal?; What will it cost; will we be able to afford it in 

SDS; Will I get my special food as I have allergies?; Will there be opportunity to sit 

quietly and sit and play cards?ò; 
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 Concerns that important links and relationships will be lost if care is moved out of the 

community eg. ñIf they close the centre what will happen to the staff I have known for 

years?ò ï some feel that care will suffer as a result eg. óbigger units are not going to pick 

up individual needs or recognise when my mother is getting illô; 

 Concerns for respite, and that carers will suffer if respite is no 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 inconvenience eg. ñthe amount 

of time we spend on the coach is very important as we canôt sit for too longò; 

 Concern about ótransformationô period and the Councilôs management of change ñWhere 

are we going to go whilst all the changes are being madeò; 

 Residents feel it is nonsensical to óknock this place down and build another oneô, 

particularly in current economic climate and cannot understand how this will save money 

ñIs it wise to be spending millions when we should be saving money?ò 

 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 ótransformationô programme is designed to save money rather 

than to improve services; 

 Many feel it is wrong to make cuts within adult social care and ópenalise the vulnerableô 

or those who are unable to speak for themselves; 

 Issues with consultation process eg. óI think they have already made up their minds what 

they are going to do so what we say will not make any differenceô. There are concerns 

that the Council is not óreally listeningô and issues with usability of consultation document 

and questionnaire; 

 Requests for further information eg. óit is hard to comment on the hubs as we have not 

seen themô ï óit is hard to visualise themô. 

6.1.2 Any differences by client groups 

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 

 Elderly people felt the proposals were ógeared at younger peopleô and not relevant to 

them eg. ñWhy am I being offered going to college when I am in my eightiesò; ñIn the 

leaflet they say they will teach cooking, decorating etc. I am 79 and donôt want to do that. 

I just want to come to a place where I can be looked after and see familiar faces.ò  

 There were also concerns for the elderly in terms of them having ópaid out all our livesô, 

óworked all our lives and through the war and we should be looked afterô - many stated 

that they deserved to receive the best possible service; 

 Many elderly service users spoke movingly of the isolation the Day Centres prevented 

them from experiencing, for example saying they ówould go for the whole day without 

speaking to anyoneô if they did not attend Day Services - óIf we did not come here we 

would be looking at four wallsô. 
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6.1.2.2 Service users with disabilities  

 Carers and staff felt that service users with autism ñwould not copeò with a ódrop-inô set 

up, as they required structure, and those responsible for this group feel it is important this 

is taken into consideration; 

 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; 

 Although proposals seem to apply to some groups, they apply to a lesser extent to others 

ie. the least physically able eg. ñsome people who may want to do things in the 

community are not really able to do soò; 

 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 illness 

 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 

 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: 

 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; 

 Concerns about transportation and how this will be addressed, and that this will lead to 

services becoming too expensive for service users; 

 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; 

 Links with the community and relationships built up óaround the Day centresô will be lost; 

 Concern over costs; óhow will the new centres be financedô? It was felt that ófinancial 

informationô has so far been lacking eg, there are requirements to find out how much will 

be made from sale of Day Centres, and how much new buildings will cost ï 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; 
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 Concerns that the ótransformationô will fail, residents have mentioned other ócomparableô 

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 ï some feel there is a lack of clarity in the 

consultation document. 

 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 of the county, compared to what is currently offered óleaving a heck of a lot of 

people without a facility.ô 

 Concerns over the consultation methodology eg. pre-consultation phase did not consult 

with enough individuals to be representative, not given enough time for consultation 

period, ódecision has already been madeô, 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. 
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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 Council in relation to the óHaving a Good Dayô 

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 ï 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, where the correspondence was written to oppose that centreôs 

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 specifically protested the closure of Seeleyôs House.  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.   

In spite of relating to different centres, there were common themes mentioned across this 

group of letters and emails, including: 

 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, 

activities, the ówonderful staffô and many other aspects of services; generally all facilities 

mentioned in the feedback were felt to be well used, much appreciated and strongly 

supportedô; 

 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; 

 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 from ófriends and acquaintances whom they have grown up withô and óvolunteersé. 

known since childhoodô, with service users losing out as they decline to attend and 

become isolated, or are forced to enter care homes; 

 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; 

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

activity was seen as ópenalis[ing] those members of the community who are least able to 

opposeô: óIt is a sad reflection on todayôs principles that care of the Elderly is high on the 

list of the Councilôs cost cutting exercise and is in fact shamefulô; 
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 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: 

o 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;  

o There were questions about the pre-consultation period in terms of who exactly 

was included and how proposals were developed;  

o 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;  

o The consultation document was lacking in information, particularly in terms of 

specific details on the plans; 

o There were questions about the impartiality of the Talk Back service, and; 

o 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 

 Within feedback, it was stated that the ópurpose-builtô Bourne End Day Centre was the 

initiative of local residents themselves, who raised £45,000 to open the facility with 

equipment donated by local charities; this was felt to be an excellent example of óBig 

Societyô as proposed by current Government óto get people involved in their local affairs 

and to support their local needsô.  Local people also expressed the view that the Council 

has no right to take away what they worked to build - óthe residents of Bourne End own 

this day centreô; 

 It was felt that Bourne End is already somewhat like a óHubô in structure, due to its 

location in a complex containing various community facilities eg. the Library, and also 

due to links built up between the centre and the local community across generations ówith 

facilities for the elderly, local sports and childrenôs activities supported by local staff and 

many local volunteersô.  

7.1.1.2 Princes Risborough 

 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 local community, and letters referenced the ópacked public meetingô in the town 

where óevery member of the 200 persons in the hall voted against [the] proposalsô; 

 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, such as the congregation of St. Maryôs Church raising money to 

órefurbish the churchô.  

7.1.1.3 Seeleys House 

 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 



 
52 

52 

that mixing with other types of service users would be inappropriate. Carers also 

expressed concerns about how respite would be provided in future; 

 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 6th 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: 

 A belief that Seeleys House is special because of its caring and secure environment, 

and the presence of staff who are understanding; 

 Dismay over the proposals for replacing existing Day Centres by óhubsô and ósatellitesô 

designed to cater for a wide range of clients with varying needs; 

 Concern to ensure the clients of Seeleys House continue to get the opportunities they 

deserve in facilities that are fit for purpose; 

 Concern over the proposed size of the hubs and satellites as evidenced in the baseline 

concepts; 

 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. 

7.2.1.2 Bourne End Day Centre 

BCC received a petition signed by 1,225 óresidents of Bourne End, Flackwell Heath and 

Wooburn Green plus a number from Marlowô, who wished to demonstrate their opposition 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, plus close to 200 ópro formaô letters opposing the closure of 

the two centres in Princes Risborough.  The main points of the pro forma letter were as 

follows: 

 The building is well maintained and equipped, and local residents provide voluntary 

support which will be lost if the centre is closed; 

 The centre provides a wide range of support and has a variety of facilities available for 

service users; 

 The centre is well used and accessible via walking, and meets the objectives set out for 

Day Services in the consultation document; 

 A ósurvey of Princes Risboroughô shows that other venues in the area would be 

inadequate in comparison to the existing facilities; 

 Closing the centres will lead to increased isolation of elderly and disabled people, as well 

as an increased burden on carers.  
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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 óto save Hartwell Day Centre Aylesburyô signed by almost 100 

people who wanted to ómake it known that we want to save Hartwell Day centre and the 

services we receive thereô. 

7.2.1.5 Red Cross Day Centre in Amersham 

In addition, close to fifty signatures were received from a group of óelderly people who donôt 

want changes to the services that Bucks County Council provideô, relating to the Red Cross 

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 develop ófit for purposeô services, and fully utilise existing assets; 

 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; 

 Whether a move to SDS will be suitable for all types of service users and whether they 

will be able to afford the new services offered within óDay Opportunitiesô using their 

personal budgets; 

 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; 

 There is greater support for three Hubs than two, and some reiterated that the Hubs 

should be located in areas of greatest need; 

 Hubs will be appropriate for more able service users but there will remain a significant 

group of those with more complex needs who require óstructured and supported careô 

and this applies specifically to users of Seeleys House; 
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 There are concerns as to how Bases will be adapted for disabled clients ensuring 

accessibility; 

 Transport remains a concern and needs to be addressed, particularly while future of 

Swan Rider óremains uncertainô, in terms of how transport 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; 

 A óPathfinder Demand Led Transport Projectô in the county has identified areas of 

transport needs that could be better joined up, for benefit of this and other client groups; 

 The ósense of communityô within current Day Centres 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; 

 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 

they would lose a óvaluable resourceô if centres were to close; 

 Financial pressures are a concern, as to how óDay Opportunitiesô can be managed and 

maintained in a difficult financial climate; 

 There is a feeling among local residents that selling existing buildings is nonsensical, and 

some feel it makes more sense to utilise existing resources; 

 There are concerns about proceeds of sale not being ring fenced for adult social care; 

 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; 

 Concerns about the consultation methodology - including that the title is insensitive eg. 

ócost-cutting should not be dressed up as service improvementô, and that the 

questionnaire was óskewedô or contained loaded questions. 

7.2.3 Input from LINk 

The Buckinghamshire Local Involvement Network (LINk), a network of people and 

organisations óworking together to make health and social care services better in 

Buckinghamshireô, also published a report on 3rd 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 

 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; 

 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 
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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. 
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7.2.11 Staffing 

 The LINk report highlights concerns regarding staff redundancies, and also questions 

how savings can be made to staffing under the new model. 
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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; 

 Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser; 

 Buckingham Advertiser Online; 

 Bucks Free Press; 

 Bucks Herald; 

 Mix96; 

 thisislocallondon.co.uk. 

The earliest cutting was dated 2nd June and the most recent 10th September, and the óHave 

Your Sayô consultation was mentioned in 23 of them (74%). The cuttings also included 4 

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. the process was ónot so much a consultation as a 

fait accompliô, Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser 16.07.10). However on this occasion, 

and on two subsequent occasions, reports also included reference to council 

representativesô reassurances that no decisions had, or would be, made until the 

consultation was complete, and the responses to it analysed in detail. 

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

the Council to extend this to 6th 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 strong support for the campaign to óSave Our Day Centresô initiated by the 

Buckinghamshire and Winslow Advertiser. 

ñOur day centres provide a vital service to hundreds of people who use them every week and in 

providing respite for carers. I congratulate the Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser on launching 

this campaign and I support it 100 per cent.ò  (John Bercow quoted in Buckingham and Winslow 

Advertiser 20.08.10) 
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The following extracts provide a flavour of the types of coverage exemplified by the cuttings. 

8.1.1.1 Neutral 

óDay centre closures to be debatedô 

óBuckinghamshireôs cabinet member for adults and family wellbeing...... said the aim was to ójoin upô 

services. ñWe want peopleôs views, especially those of people who use day care services and from 

their carers, what they would like changed and what they would leave the same.ô (BBC News 

Website 02.06.10) 

óCare boss: day centre closures will make people óless isolatedô 

óThe boss leading moves to axe council day centres says it would help people become less and not 

more isolated. ............. The move is likely to concern some as it will leave OAPs and people with 

learning disabilities miles from their nearest centre. ............. ñWhat this is going to get people doing 

is doing more for themselves if they are able to and the more they can do for themselves the more 

independent they will be and the more fulfilling their lives will be.ò The plan is being consulted on 

and bosses have published a map showing where future centres would go.ô (Bucks Free Press 

Online 02.06.10) 

óFears of isolation as day centres face cuts ï not the best use of public money, operating out 

of 22 buildings.ô (Bucks Free Press 04.06.10) 

ó80 per cent of day centres could close 

óA huge shake up in care for vulnerable adults and the elderly could see up to 80 per cent of day 

centres close............. ñWe havenôt pinpointed savings at the moment because we want to do the 

business case after the consultation is over. We may build new buildings or refurbish them to a high 

standard.òô (Bucks Herald 10.06.10)ô 

8.1.1.2 Negative 

óHands off our vital day care centres! 

ó...... A petition drawn up by Buckingham Town Council rejecting the proposals contained in the 

county councilôs consultation document, Having a Good Day, was distributed to doctorsô surgeries 

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

And now the Advertiser is backing the town councilôs initiative by launching our own campaign to 

save the townôs two day centres.ô (Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser 20.08.10) 

óProtestors fight to save day centresô 

óMore than 3,000 signatures were handed in to a county councillor in a bid to save Princes 

Risboroughôs day care centre which residents say is ólike a familyô.............. A Councillor said: ñI have 

been overwhelmed by the support of our local community against these absurd proposals by Bucks 

County Council to close our highly-valued neighbourhood day care facilities.ôô (Bucks Free Press 

03.09.10) 

óProtect our day centres: Town makes its voice heard 

More than 2,500 people in Buckingham have put their names to the town councilôs petition backing 

the townôs two day centres............... It has also been claimed that service users at the Well Street 
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centre may not have been given the opportunity to add their signatures ï something which has been 

strenuously denied by the county council.ô (Buckingham and Winslow Advertiser 10.09.10) 

óThese absurd plans need to be rethought 

óIt is with great regret that I write to protest in the strongest possible terms to the proposal by 

Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) to close 22 day care centres, ......... However, with these 

proposals they are hitting the most vulnerable in our community.ô (Letter from Councillor for the 

Risboroughs, Skittle Green and Bledlow to Bucks Free Press 03.09.10) 
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9 Appendix 1: Profile of survey respondents 

  

Sample Base 755 

Q1. Are you 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 District Councillor <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 - 29 years 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% 
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Sample Bases 755 

Q22. Are you ... 

Female 54% 

Male 24% 

Not provided 22% 
 

  

Sample Bases 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 long-standing illness or disability? 

Yes 36% 

No 39% 

Not provided 25% 

 

  

Sample Bases 755 

Q29. Do you live in ... 

A town? 43% 

The countryside? 31% 

Not provided 25% 
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10 Appendix 2: Pre-consultation Service User and Carer engagement  

Respondent 
Group 

Venue Date Number Of 

Respondents 

Older People 

 

 

 

 

Hartwell Day Centre 

 

Hartwell Day Centre 

 

Age Concern 
Monday Club 

4/11/09 

 

3//12/09 

 

23/11/09 

 

45 

 

48 

 

13 

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 buildings being ódisability friendlyô 
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. 

 



 

63 

63 

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: ñLovely as it 
isò. ñNothing to improveò. ñHappy with what we haveò. ñCanôt improve a thingò. 

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. 
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Respondent 

Group 

Venue Date Number Of 

Respondents 

Physical & Sensory 

Disabilities  

 

 

Partnership Board 

 

Ex-Services Club 

 

27/11/09 & 

 

30//11/09 

6 

 

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 óspaceô between 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. 

 



 

65 

65 

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 ï 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 respondent said: ñBetter information needs to be out 

there, so the public are aware what is available to them if their needs warrant 

support.ò 

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. 
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Respondent Group Venue Date Number Of 

Respondents 

Mental Health 

 

 

 

 

Stokebury Day 

Centre 

 

Benjamin Road 

 

Age Concern 

Monday Club 

24/11/09 & 

 

11//12/09 

 

41 

 

19 

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. 
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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 

question. 

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. 
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Respondent Group Venue Date Number Of 

Respondents 

Learning Disabilities 

 

 

 

 

Engagement with 

people with learning 

disabilities was 

conducted on the 

Councilôs behalf by 

Talkback at a variety 

of venues. 

24/11/09 & 

 

 

 

63 

 

 

Summary Themes In Response To Questions Asked 

Talkbackôs report (available from the author of this document) of its consultation with service 

users who have a learning disability stresses the important role Day Service play in 

promoting individualsô independence, sense of self worth and confidence. The respondent 

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 respondentsô comments on the importance of: 

 Food; 

 Supportive staff; 

 Going out on trips; 

 Doing things for themselves; 

 Developing self-belief; 

 Learning; 

 Work experience; 

 Carers. 
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Respondent 

Group 

Venue Date Number Of 

Respondents 

Carers 

 

 

 

 

Burnham Resource 

Centre ï Carers of 

people with 

Learning Disabilities 

Amersham ï Carers 

of adults with a 

range of disabilities. 

Aylesbury ï Carers 

of adults with a 

range of disabilities. 

 

25/11/09 & 

 

 

26/11/09 

 
 

27/11/09 

 

16 

 

 

12 

 
 

6 

 

 

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 

question. 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. 

Donôt understand the service model: A significant number of respondents claimed not 

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. 
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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 

            

 Date Event Venue 
Time 

No 
Atten
dees 

1 
27 May 
2010 

Members Briefing Mezz 3 
      

2 
02 June 

2010 
Launch/Press Brief 

Adams Park, High 
Wycombe 09:00 09:30 2 

3 
02 June 

2010 
Launch Event 

Adams Park, High 
Wycombe 09:30 03:00 86 

4 
02 June 

2010 
Waddesdon LAF 

Marsh Gibson Village 
Hall 19:00 21:00 18 

5 
07 June 

2010 
Chesham Consultation 

White Hill Centre HP5 
1AG 19:00 21:00 50 

6 
07 June 

2010 
Staff Consultation Hartwell DC 

15:30 17:00   

7 
08 June 

2010 
Staff Consultation Seeleys House 

15:30 17:00   

8 
08 June 

2010 
Buckingham Consultation 

Best Western Hotel, 
Buckingham Rd, 
Buckingham 

10:00 12:00 54 

9 
8th July 

2010 
Staff consultation Thrift Farm 

TBC TBC   

10 
08 June 

2010 

S. Bucks DC Lead 
Members 
Briefing  

S. Buck D.C. Civic 
Offices 

18:00 19:00 7 

11 
09 June 

2010 
High Wycombe 
Consultation 

Missenden Abbey 
19:00 21:00 34 

12 09-Jun-10 Carers Partnership Board Mezz 3 11:00 11:30 8 

13 
10 June 

2010 
S. Bucks Consultation 

Burnham Conference 
Centre 10:00 12:00 26 

14 
10 June 

2010 
Aylesbury Consultation 

Holiday Inn, Weston 
Turville 14:30 16:30 85 

15 
15 June 

2010 
Staff Consultation Endeavour DC 

TBC TBC   

16 
16 June 

2010 
Winslow LAF 

Mursley Vilage Hall, off 
Main Stree, 
Mursley MK17 0RT 19:00 21:00 16 

17 
21 June 

2010 
LINk Steering Group 

Stoke Mandaville 
Community Centre 
HP22 5UJ 19:30 21:30 12 

18 
22 June 

2010 
Staff Consultation Back2Base 

TBC TBC   

19 
22 June 

2010 
OSC (Commissioning) Mezz 3 

10:00 16:00 19 

20 
24 June 

2010 
Buckingham LAF 

Radclive-cum-
Chackmore Village 
Hall, 
Radclive-cum-
Chuckmore 19:00 21:00 18 
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21 
24 June 

2010 
Wendover LAF 

Weston Turville Village 
Hall 
HP22 5RW 19:00 21:00 21 

22 
24 June 

2010 
MH Providers Meeting 

Wycombe Mind 
Recovery Centre, 
Easton St, High 
Wycombe 10:00 12:00 13 

23 
24 June 

2010 
Staff Consultation ARCC 

TBC TBC   

24 
25 June 

2010 
Risborough Cares 

Princes Risborough 
Centre     6 

25 
28 June 

2010 

PSD Service Users 
(Headway) and Carers 
(2) 

Beirton Hill Resource 
Centre  

11:00 13:00 16 

26 
29 June 

2010 

Nicholas House, MARES, 
Lanterns, 
Stokebury service users. 

Stokebury Centre 
10:00 13:00 29 

27 
30 June 

2010 
UNISON UNISON OFFICE 

16:00 17:00 1 

28 
30 June 

2010 
Haddenham & Long 
Crendon LAF 

Ickford Village Hall 
HP18 9HX 18:30 20:30 21 

29 
30 June 

2010 
LD Service Users Chesham College 

    8 

30 
30 June 

2010 
LD Service Users Furze Down School 

    17 

31 
01 July 
2010 

Bucks BME Advisory 
Group 

Hilltop Community 
Centre, HP11 1UA 19:00 20:00 9 

32 
16 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Burnham DC 
10:00 12:00 6 

33 
02 July 
2010 

Benjamin Road Service 
Users 

Benjamin Road 
10:00 12:00 14 

34 
05 July 
2010 

Greater Aylesbury LAF 

Thomas Hickman 
School, Belgrave 
Road, Aylesbury HP19 
9HP 18:30 20:00 13 

35 
05 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Candlemas (Home) 
    7 

36 
06 July 
2010 

BUCKS ALLIANCE OF 
NEUROLOGICAL ORGS  

The National Society 
for Epilepsy 
Keslake 1 Room 
Chesham Lane 
Chalfont St Peter 
Bucks SL9 0RJ 

11:00 14:00 13 

37 06-Jul-10 Deaf Coffee Morning 

The Methodist Church,  
Buckingham Street 
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 

40 
07 July 
2010 

Chiltern District Wide LAF 
Council Chamber, 
Chiltern District 
Council HP6 5AW 18:30 20:30 7 

41 
7th July 

2010 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Burnham Resource 
Centre 13:00 16:00 19 
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42 
8th July 

2010 
LD Service Users (14) 
and carers (7) 

Verney Ave MK18 1JP 
10:00 12:00 21 

43 
8th July 

2010 
Special LAF Meeting, 
Buckingham 

Red Cross Centre, 
Verney Close, 
Buckingham 18:30 21:00 55 

44 
9th July 

2010 
LD Service Users Thrift Farm 

13:00 15:00 11 

45 
9th July 

2010 

OP Service Users (41) 
and Carers (1) 
Consultation 

Hartwell Centre 
10:00 13:00 42 

46 
9th July 

2010 
LD Service Users 

Priory Crescent 
(Home)     7 

47 
13 July 
2010 

Beaconsfield Public 
Meeting 

Fitzwilliam Centre, Old 
Town, Beaconsfield 10:00 12:00 10 

48 
13 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Burton Road (Home) 
    6 

49 
14th July 

2010 
MH Service Users 

Princes Risborough 
Resource Centre 10:30 12:30 14 

50 
14 July 
2010 

LD Service Users 
Saheli Beirton Hill 
Resource Centre      7 

51 
14 July 
2010 

Milestone's, Shaw Trust 
& 
Wycombe MIND Service 
users 

Wycombe MIND, 
Easton Street, 
Wycombe 

11:00 13:00 13 

52 
15 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (15) 
and Carers (8) 

Seeleys House 
13:00 14:30 23 

53 
15 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (23) 
and Carers (6) 

Burnham 
10:30 12:00 29 

54 
15 July 
2010 

Wycombe District LAF 
Meeting 

The Forum', Wycombe 
High School 19:00 20:30 11 

55 
15 July 
2010 

Great Brickhill, Wing & 
Ivinghoe LAF 

Wing Village Hall 
19:00 21:00 32 

56 
15 July 
2010 

LINk Steering Group 

S Bucks District 
Council Offices, 
Capswood, Oxford 
Road, Denham, 
Bucks, UB9 4LH  11:00 13:00 14 

57 
15 July 
2010 

LD Service Users 
197 Cressex Road 
(Home)     5 

58 
16 July 
2010 

Wings, Renaissance 
Service Users 

Wings, Aylesbury 
11:00 13:00 13 

59 
16 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (8) and 
Carers (2) 

Stowe Lodge 
    10 

60 
02 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Spring Valley 
14:00 16:00 7 

61 
19 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Downley Heights 
    3 

62 
19 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Independent Group 
    7 

63 
20 July 
2010 

OP Service Users (11) 
and Carers (3) 
Consultation 

Steeple Claydon 
Village Hall 

12:00 16:00 14 

64 
20 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (9) and 
Carers (3) 

Bierton Reachout 
10:00 12:00 12 
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65 
20 July 
2010 

Deaf Coffee Morning  
(follow-up) 

The Methodist Church 
Buckingham Street 
Aylesbury 
HP20 2 

12:30 15:30 3 

66 
20 July 
2010 

OP Service Users (11) 
and Carers (3) 
Consultation 

Claydon Village Hall 
12:00 16:00 14 

67 
20 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Rosemont (Home) 
    6 

68 
21 July 
2010 

LD Service Users 
St Hugh'e High 
Wycomber (Home)     5 

69 
21 July 
2010 

Chalfonts LAF 
Seer Green, Village 
Hall, 19:00 21:00 13 

70 
21 July 
2010 

OPPB Mezz 3 
10:00 10:48 10 

71 
21 July 
2010 

MHPB Mezz 3 
14:00 16:30 10 

72 
21 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Alpin Road (Home) 
    3 

73 
22 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (23) 
and Carers (4) 

Micklefield Outreach 
10:00 12:00 27 

74 
22 July 
2010 

OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Wing Lodge, Wing 
LU7 ONY 10:00 14:00 10 

75 
23 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Hillcrest DC 
10:00 12:00 41 

76 
23 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Waterside (Home) 
    6 

77 
26 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Beechlands  
    7 

78 
26 July 
2010 

Bourne End Business 
Group 

Bourne End Day 
Centre 17:00 19:00 4 

79 
27 July 
2010 

LD Service Users (13) 
and Carers (3) 

Winslow DC 
13:30 15:30 16 

80 
27 July 
2010 

LD Service Users Well St DC 
10:30 12:00 10 

81 
29 July 
2010 

OP Service Users (23) 
and Carers (1) 
Consultation 

Princes Risborough 
Red Cross Day Centre 

12:30 16:00 24 

82 29-Jul-10 LD Service Users Endeavour DC TBC TBC 28 

83 29-Jul-10 
LD Service Users (14) 
and carers (7) 

Verney Ave 
10:00 12:00 21 

84 29-Jul-10 PR Public Meeting 
Royal British Legion 
PR 19:30 21:30 205 

85 30-Jul-10 LD Service Users Princes Risborough 10:00 12:00 6 

86 30-Jul-10 
OP Service Users (16) 
and Carers (8) 
Consultation 

Denham Red Cross 
Day Care Unit 

12:00 15:30 24 

87 30-Jul-10 P&SDPB Green Park 10:30 13:00 8 

88 02-Aug-10 LD Carers COMT Board Room 12:00 13:30 6 

89 02-Aug-10 
LD Service Users (23) 
and Carers (3) 

Bierton Hill 
10:00 12:00 26 

90 02-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Hartwell Centre 
10:00 13:00 45 

91 03-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Hartwell Centre 
13:30 16:00 47 
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92 04-Aug-10 
OP Service Users (9) and 
Carers (3) Consultation 

Buckingham Red 
Cross Day Centre 12:30 15:30 12 

93 05-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Hartwell Centre 
09:00 13:00 43 

94 09-Aug-10 Parents and Carers Seeleys House 13:00 15:00 45 

95 10-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Wycombe Hills Day 
Services 13:00 16:00 20 

96 10-Aug-10 Service Users and Cares 
Bourne End Day 
Centre 19:00 21:00 41 

97 11-Aug-10 
PSD Service Users (6) 
and Carers (3) 

PR Resource Centre 
11:00 12:00 9 

98 11-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Hairoun Day Centre, 
High Wycombe HP13 
6TB 11:00 16:00 12 

99 11-Aug-10 
AVDC/Aylesbury TC  
Members 

AVDC Gateway 
meeting room  18:30 20:30 7 

10
0 

11-Aug-10 Carers Partnership Board Mezz 3 
    7 

10
1 

12-Aug-10 
Princes Risborough Town 
Council 

BRITISH LEGION 
09:00 10:30 10 

10
2 

12-Aug-10 Parents and Carers Endeavour Centre 
13:00 15:00 16 

10
3 

12-Aug-10 Chiltern District Council CDC Council Chamber 
18:00 20:00 17 

10
4 

13-Aug-10 
OP Service Users (15) 
and Carers (1) 
Consultation 

Nancy Hall Court 
    16 

10
5 

16th Aug 
10 

OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Amersham RC Day 
Centre 13:00 16:30   

10
6 

17-Aug-10 
South Consultation Event 
- Carers & Service Users 

The Hub, Easton 
Street, High Wycombe 14:30 16:30 15 

10
7 

17-Aug-10 
North Consultation Event 
- Carers & Service Users 

Winslow  Community 
Centre 

19:00 20:30 20 

10
8 

17-Aug-10 
MH Staff Meeting - 
Benjamin Rd, Stokebury, 
Southern Day Services 

Benjamin Road 
(OBMH) 

16:00 17:00 15 

10
9 

17-Aug-10 
OP Service User 
Consultation 

Bourne End  Red 
Crosss Day Centre 12:30 15:30 21 

11
0 

18-Aug-10 
OP Service Users (14) 
and Carers (7) 
Consultation 

Haddenham Red 
Cross Day Care Unit, 
HP17 8EE 12:00 15:00 21 

11
1 

19-Aug-10 MH Service User 
Renaisannce, 
Alesbury 14:00 16:00 10 

11
2 

20-Aug-10 
OP Service Users (17) 
and Carers (1) 
Consultation 

Buckingham Red 
Cross Day Centre 

    18 

11
3 

23-Aug-10 
OP Service Users (28 
and Carers (8) 
Consultation 

Amersham Red Cross 
Day Centre 

13:00 16:00 36 

11
4 

23-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Burnham Day Centre 
11:00 12:10 25 

11
5 

23-Aug-10 OPMH Service Users 
Micklefiled Community 
Centre 11:00 12:15 12 

11
6 

24 August 
2010 

LDPB Green Park 
12:00 13:30 32 

11
7 

24-Aug-10 
OP Service Users 
Consultation 

Burnham Day Centre 
11:00 12:15 17 
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11
8 

26 August 
2010 

OPMH Service Users 
Micklefiled Community 
Centre 11:00 12:15 13 

11
9 

26 August 
2010 

The Aylesbury Inter-faith 
Group  

Aylesbury Mosque in 
Havelock Street. 17:00 17:15 7 

12
0 

31st 
August 

Bourne End Public 
Meeting 

Bourne End 
Community Centre 19:30 21:30 80 

12
1 

31st 
August 

Bourne End Carers  
Meeting 

Bourne End Library 
18:30 19:30 7 

12
2 

01-Sep-10 Saheli Carers Bierton Hill 
14:00 16:00 12 

12
3 

03 
September 

2010 

Visiually Impaired Service 
Users 

143 Meadowcroft, 
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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